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Opus Dei Book's Darkened Rizal & Why 

This is the preamble and table of contents for this book about the 
misrepresented Filipino national hero and free thinker Jose Rizal. This book 
exposes a cover up by historians influenced by the Catholic church's story 
of his retraction. 
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Rejected Portrait in his Country of Its Top Hero 


This is a mid-2011 update that bears on this work's claims. Early in 2011, in 
response to the Rizal World Conference’s call for abstracts of papers for 
presentation, I sent its PH organizers my one-page for a paper titled "A 
Disproof of Rizal's Retraction (That Still Hides His Core-Identity)." 
Towards mid-year I received a simple polite rejection. Below are lengthy 
quotes from that rejected abstract. 


“Catholics (with few exceptions) I’ve exchanged with over the decades 
react right away to the title’s claim above that this is one more typical 
arrogant boasting from anti-Catholics emotionally unable to accept Rizal’s 
return to Catholicism. Rather is that claim distilled from my studies of the 
matter reported in three previously published slim books since 1996 to 1998 
and late 2010. These found the existence of a continuously growing virtual 
mountain of conclusive no-retraction evidence and arguments—not 
needing, it turns out, the red herring of foreign handwriting experts’ 
consensus on authenticity. From decades-long experience I’d say most if 
not all Catholics, including their scholars, see no such evidence mountain 
staring them right in their faces and looming over them, so to say. However, 
scientifically oriented non-Catholics who seriously read its key building 
blocks get to see that evidence mountain. Especially the foreigners among 
them, my main source of encouragement in fact for plodding on 
unsupported in these studies on the real historical Rizal. 


“Moreover, the ‘all-influencing’ historic retraction cannot be evaded, 
whether out of respect for Catholic sensitivities, or the increasingly popular, 
“Tt does not matter either way to his greatness and contributions.” Not so. 
Take the example of the retraction-evasive 1999 book by Dr. Quibuyen. 
That stance subtly influenced his painstaking over-stretching of Rizal into 
an 1896 Bonifacian rebel. Jumping to other examples: Because of his faith- 
influenced belief in the retraction, Dr. de Pedro in his 2005 book found 
Rizal to be a kind of Machiavellian sham-freethinker. More: before the 
Second World War and after, Catholic nationalist Jaime de Veyra rushed to 
invent the retractionist myth (since enshrined in Fort Santiago) of the 
Adios’ smuggling from the death cell in early evening of December 
29,1896, reversing and nullifying thus its previous status of unretracting 
December 30,1896 Death Poem. And what about the Unamuno-invented 
retractionist myth of Rizal’s character being that of a weak indecisive 


Hamlet wanting violent rebellion but recoiling from its rivers of blood? 
Even in answering “Who really killed Rizal?”, one’s retraction stance 
affects the answers. Details are in [this] my latest work, which I should 
have titled but didn’t, as ‘W.O.W. PH, Blind to its Top Hero’s Core- 
Identity!’ “ 


OPUS DEI Book’s Darkened Rizal and Why: 


A Cover-up-Exposing Critique; W.O.W. PH, Blind to its Top Hero’s 
Core-Identity! 


By Roberto M. Bernardo, Ph. D. 


This author in retirement has penned two research-based books and many 
more essays on the world-heroic church-and-theocracy-killed Rizal. His 
research since the mid-1990s has proved contrary to the prevalent view this 
unique Third-World church-state separatist’s last poem deserves to be 
known as his “Unretracting December 30, 1896 Constancy Swan Song”. 
Hardly anyone among his people seems know this mindfully, nor cares to 
know why but this author hopes this work will stir interest in it as well. This 
is his third most informed book in the same paradigm-breaking mode of 
Rizal as the church-and-theocracy-killed freethinker of basic freedoms who 
sought most of all his fellow colonized peoples’ radical improvement in 
character and mentality toward parity with the most advanced peoples. 


The author sharply contrasts this alternative paradigm to the still-reigning 
“retraction-influenced” nationalist line which regards the chief Philippine 
hero as a Separatist revolutionist killed by Spain for it, and who completely 
converted back to the Taliban-type faith it practiced in its Philippine colony. 
The hero in fact bitterly fought that oppressive Catholicism most of all to 
the death defiantly without retracting. Graduated from the University of the 
Philippines, the author of this review-essay that is also a meaty little book 
earned advanced degrees in socioeconomics studies from Stanford and 
Berkeley in California in the mid-1960s. More personal data is shared with 
readers in the main text and at the end of this work. He considers this and 
its predecessors to have been worthy pursuits very late in life even though 
they have hardly dented the formidable defenses of the still-reigning false 
paradigm. Yet the long years have only confirmed key findings and justified 


his warnings of “Buyers Beware” when buying textbooks and biographies 
on Rizal such as the very popular ones by Zaide, Guerrero, and other 
“retraction-respecting nationalists”. Or in reading about him online and in 
Wikipedia. For that matter: on historic plaques and markers, busts, 
monuments worldwide honoring him, from San Francisco’s historic Palace 
Hotel or at Sydney’s Central Rail Station Plaza. Under the subtle influences 
of the still reigning paradigm these overstate, even misrepresent, this 
martyr’s alleged nationalistic anti-colonialism. None of these historic 
markers have told the deeper truth of his prime mission, better expressed by 
saying: “He was the first to challenge his fellow Fourth and Third World 
peoples to dare, before seizing statehood’s powers, in transforming 
themselves first toward mentality and ethical parity with the First World’s 
advanced progressive peoples, and making sure their assets and virtues 
exceeded their defects and vices.” 


In his second book published by Giraffe Books in 1998, the author declared 
that a succeeding volume would be published soon in its wake. Absolutely 
shocked he is that it has taken so very long to comply with that promise. He 
apologizes humbly. It is only recently that I recovered from the despair of 
realizing the deep general apathy, what Rizal also called mental indolence, 
toward such inquiries into the subject. Nor did any significant interest or 
support for the subject exist. Through the years I hardly stirred enough 
interest in these findings with educators and their students and this includes 
family relations, nephews, nieces and their friends. Stubborn labor of love 
this probably can be called and explains its highly imperfect presentation, 
which nevertheless has improved and expanded with time. The author can 
at least say that the long passage of elapsed time between his first slim book 
and this has vindicated his works’ main paradigm-breaking finds, claims, 
reminders and warnings. If you think this ongoing project in defense of 
Rizal’s blackened character and apathy for the subject deserves your 
support, please don’t hesitate to prove it. 


For good suggestions and extra copies e-mail rbernardo2@yahoo.com or 
my co-publisher, Yehlen dela Calzada, at 2638 Fernando St. (Vito Cruz), 
Manila. A donation in any safe form and amount is requested, in partial 
recovery of editing, documenting, and printing costs of this work, which 
includes only the first six chapters of the entire ten-chapter one described in 


the table of contents. These six long ones, forming a unified whole, are its 
most informative chapters. It includes a short summed-up version at the 
start and an updated disproof of the historic alleged retraction itself. Its 
following three chapters demonstrate further how retraction-immune indeed 
this first Asian champion of the Enlightenment was. And how intellectually 
and ethically questionable his country’s textbooks (such as the Zaides’) for 
teaching the wrong Rizal. I waive all rights to this slim little book and 
hereby put it in the public domain. May some intensely moved fan of the 
heroically defiant church-and-theocracy martyred Rizal reprint a more 
readable edition and keep all the profits, with his or her own Foreword 
added. If you do this the world may yet come to know that the most 
deserving world-heroic icon from Fourth-and-Third-World Philippines is 
really not boxing’s “Pacman”. Nor even democracy’s “Cory”. But you- 
know-who. 
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A Cover-up-Exposing Critique; W.O.W. PH, Blind to Top Hero’s Core! 
Break free this day timid minds from your chains, 

Shackles fit for brutes bred in dark captivity; 

Climb peaks of thought, talent, art, science, 

Dare thus to redeem self then people and others. 

—Verse-gist of his 1879 ode to transforming deeds 


To the memory of Rizal (1861-1896), still unknown as the first from the 
Fourth and Third Worlds to challenge his fellow colonized peoples 
towards mentality parity with the First World’s modern civilized 
peoples. “Building a Nation through Science Excellence and [Its] 


Values,” bannered December 1, 2009’s Philippine Daily Inquirer in a 
full-page tribute to education awardees Dr. Christopher C. Bernido 
and wife, Dr. Ma. Victoria C. Bernido, physicists at Bohol’s Research 
Center for Theoretical Physics. Rizal, as a scientist himself, was the 
first to challenge his countrymen towards that arduous necessary path. 
Contents 


Note Well: This unfinished ongoing book includes only the first six 
chapters of this Table of Contents. The rest of its chapters, notes and 
Appendix are in manuscript form and will be publication-ready by end 
of this year, 2011. The rest must wait awhile owing to severe financial 
and editorial constraints and failed appeals so far for support. 
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The author, Roberto M. Bernardo, Ph.D., has quite late in life been drawn 
to researching the divisive allegations about Rizal’s retraction in the blurry 
context of his precise role in the 1896 rising against Spain, and the 
questions of who chiefly killed him. He has since published two books and 
a number of essays dealing with the retraction mainly in the context of what 
he calls the December 30, 1896 Constancy Swan Song. The retired author 
graduated from the University of the Philippines, Stanford and Berkeley 
with advanced degrees from the latter two in socioeconomic studies. He 
asked here why a fellow researcher in Rizal studies, Opus Dei priest-scholar 
Dr. Javier de Pedro, with two doctorates from Spanish universities, would 
likewise do painstaking research in a field unrelated to his doctoral subjects 
and dig up radically different findings? For example: Dr. de Pedro found 
Rizal to have been a darkly driven sham-freethinker because in his core-of- 
cores he remained and considered himself as being somehow a Catholic. On 
the other hand, Dr. Bernardo’s researched yielded a fully Catholicism- 
hating Voltairean freethinker, so fully developed as such by the time of his 
death as to have made him practically retraction-immune. There are many 
other key points in which the two scholarly researchers differ quite radically 
in their findings. Why? For coming quite late in life into a new field? 
Tongue-in-check, that. It is best to answer the question fully for yourselves, 
serious critical readers, honestly of course and based solely on the evidence 
and its clear logic. 


More copies of this work, and of a future improved expanded version, can 
be ordered from the publisher. Or, by emailing the author at 
rbernardo2@yahoo.com. 


Cover Illustration: 


By Yen dela Calzada. It illustrates the book’s claim of a probably accidental 
chief Philippine hero venerated without understanding of his full scientific 
humanist nature. Nor of his deep world-heroic significance, primary 
mission, who chiefly killed him and why behind the scenes of his rigged 
trial. 


Opus Dei Book's Darkened Rizal & Why - Chapter 1 
This Chapter is the 21 point executive summary of this book about Filipino 
National Hero Jose Rizal. 


Chapter 1: Short Summed Up Version of This Rizal Study 
Man saves himself only through profound studies. 

—Rizal, 1889 

Don’t be like the faded plants bred in holy darkness... 
—From his essay-letter, 1889 


1. You could entitle this book “Rizal vs. Catholicism & Vice-Versa,” and 
it would fit. Or: “W.O.W. PH, Blind to its Top Hero’s Core-Identity.” 
That would fit as well. The three mutually reinforcing epigraphs above 
and on the cover are basic supports of this paradigm-breaking critique 
and book. They sum up this church-and-theocracy-killed hero’s highest 
value for which he lived, set the example, and for which he died as 
martyr. As a bone-deep Masonic scientific freethinker (proved in 
chapters three to six) he stood tall on its central pillar of human 
perfectibility through the power of rationality. Standing tall as well on 
its twin libertarian pillar he fought with all his might to the death 
superstitious “Talibanesque’ Catholicism oppressing his scorned 
colonized race and people as the chief enemy-obstacle of their mental 
and material progress. In the example of his life, in his works and 
satires he preached reasoning defiance to such oppression. 
“Redemption” first for self through the overcoming of indolence 
toward transformative studies and hard work necessary for reaching 
mentality parity with the world’s advanced civilized peoples, he thus 
stressed too. Full appreciation of Rizal’s prime core values and chief 
mission outlined above remains alien in to this day in his countrymen’s 
confused darkened minds about his core values and chief concern. He 
used other words to refer and allude to this same overriding concern 
and mission. For example, in his March 21, 1892 letter to Governor- 
General Despujol, in which he sincerely reaffirmed loyalty as a 
Spanish subject, he expressed this highest value of his primary concern 


(which led to his strong opposition to the 1896 uprising): ‘The moral 
[intellectual] and material development of my country has been the 
thought of my whole life...’ This makes him the patriotic humanist 
figure of the ‘retraction-disproving’ paradigm developed fully in this 
book. It falsifies the ruling “retraction-influenced” nationalistic 
versions of the hero to be fully explained also. A long summary this 
turns out to be since we need it as well for background to the key 
chapter three and its condensed disproof of the all-influencing historic 
retraction itself. 

. “Merece estudio profundo la figura de Rizal”, his fellow Spanish 
liberal modernizers, through Retana and Unamuno in the former’s 
classic 1907 book, declared. Whom I found in my researches as 
primarily Masonic scientific freethinker enemy of church-and- 
theocracy deserves to be studied profoundly. It has been a universally 
neglected task owing principally to the still reigning Catholic belief in 
his retraction. Or prudential respect paid to it by writers careful not to 
offend religious sensitivities. I have been branded arrogant by 
Catholics online with whom I’ve interacted, blinded too by faith in 
scientific ways the argument goes. I leave it to the honestly sincere 
serious reader to decide for himself. Meet here then the real historical 
Rizal in his core for the first time. Don’t rush to finish this long 21- 
point summary in one sitting. Reread each meaty condensed numbered 
point, since serious reading is rereading. Meet him here leisurely, free 
from the influences of his alleged retraction of church-and-theocracy- 
condemned convictions which otherwise defined his core-identity as a 
Masonic scientific freethinker. That alleged retraction has long been 
conclusively falsified in the literature, as this work will show and build 
upon on the long way to a new revolutionary understanding of him, his 
works and world-heroic significance. One of the many subtle, often 
unconscious influences of the retraction-influenced perspectives is the 
continuing unjustified firming up of his legend as Spain-killed pro- 
independence endorser of the bloody rising of 1896. The major 1999 
book on the subject by Dr. Floro Quibuyen supportively updated that 
highly nationalistic version, which, like it or not, all the more covered 
up his core-identity. It shifted interest away from investigations into 
why, on the contrary, the world-heroic Rizal was a church-and- 
theocracy-killed freethinker of basic transforming freedoms, a state- 


church separatist and retraction-immune to the very end. No matter 
how one heroically tries to argue otherwise the overwhelming facts of 
the case, like it or not, point to a patriotic humanist Rizal firmly 
opposed to the violent 1896 rebellion. His religious and theocratic 
enemies exploited it to frame him for total elimination at long last. 
Legally too. In fact one other very strong religious motive for the 
frame-up to death as an accused rebel has never been mentioned nor 
probed: the theocratic religious zealots’ desperately planned as a last 
resort to make him yet retract on his deathbed. All the more then did 
they clamor and lobby for a death sentence. More on this underlying 
religious motive: the theocratic zealots required his death in order to 
successfully pull off a retraction frame-up in case he still refused to 
freely retract on his deathbed. 

. Catholicism’s ‘eliminationist’ and ‘retraction-influenced’ teachings 
have so far succeeded in hiding, darkening, confusing and otherwise 
confusing Rizal’s core-identity, which is that of an actually 
Catholicism-hating scientific freethinker of a Masonic and Voltairean 
bent as well. The Opus-Dei book pointed to in this review-essay’s title, 
published in 2005, renews, nurtures and updates that elimination from 
public understanding of Rizal’s heretical core directed against 
superstitious theocratic Catholicism of his times. No one yet from 
Rizal’s country of nearly one hundred million, still falsely venerating 
him as their Spain-killed separatist rebel hero of 1896, has defended 
his scientific freethinker’s greatness from that book’s “demolition job” 
on his character, prime mission and true world-heroic significance. No 
one from his even more immensely populous Malayan races and 
peoples has defended him for being in fact a martyred and framed by 
his old Church for his bone-deep Voltairean and Masonic scientific 
humanism. And for the latter’s Enlightenment rights-championing 
tenets. As such he could not have been the darkly driven sham- 
freethinker Opus-Dei priest-scholar, Dr. Javier de Pedro, painstakingly 
and quite creatively painted in his book. No one to my knowledge, not 
anyone from the so-called Knights, Ladies, his fellow Masons, 
descendants of Rizal has appreciated his true depths enough as to be 
moved to defend this supposedly greatest exemplar of the whole 
Malayan race and peoples, as ethnologist Ferdinand Blumentritt wrote 
of him. A famous writer-descendant even contributed to the official 


antedating emasculation of the hero’s otherwise unretracting crowning 
poetic work that I’ve described here and elsewhere as the hero’s 
fighting December 30, 1896 Constancy Swan Song. 

. I put Dr. De Pedro’s heavily researched thick book within the 
dominant retraction-influenced perspectives even if he supports the 
view that Rizal was anti-Bonifacian. He shares more views with 
members of that dominant misrepresenting school of thought than 
differences. For him as well as the others of that dominant school 
Spain itself was Rizal’s chief enemy which killed him as an accused 
rebel. His enthusiastic open espousal of the retraction infects most of 
his book’s important claims. The dominant misrepresenting paradigm’s 
members and promoters have been mostly Catholics and zealous 
nationalists. Some of their famous influential names are Zafra, Zaide, 
De Veyra, Guerrero, Joaquin, Quibuyen, A. R. Ocampo. For most of 
these historians and biographers, their chief national hero somehow at 
core managed to remain a modern believing Catholic. Or he may have 
remained so and the retraction espoused by Catholics deserves to be 
respected or left alone. He mainly attacked priestly abuses, not core 
Catholic doctrines and practices. Furthermore, he even went to Mass 
and left Masonry years before his death. All these—and vulnerable to 
conversion in the throes of death—make it quite reasonable to believe 
in his retraction of church-condemned beliefs and errors. No 
conclusive disproof of the Jesuit and the Church’s key retraction 
document has been successful to this day, they proclaim with one 
voice. They insist that conclusive disproof of the retraction is highly 
unlikely in the future. Why not then show respect or tolerance, at least, 
for Catholic belief in the retraction. And so it has been. 

. But paying respect to the Church’s story of the broadly character- 
assassinating five-sentence retraction document (detailed in chapter 
three) respects the ongoing neutralizing falsehoods and confusions 
about Rizal. Conciliatory modem writers, most Knights of Rizal, the 
hero’s own descendants have lately been fashionably claiming that 
whether the hero retracted or not does not matter. It is irrelevant to 
evaluations and appreciations of his heroic greatness, contributions to 
nation-building, his overall significance. This stance is really a variant 
of the reigning retraction-respecting highly nationalistic paradigm, if 
you stop to analyze it. Like the attitudes and assumptions held by the 


hotly church-opposed 1956 law itself that required a collegiate course 
on the hero’s key works! It showed great respect for Catholic beliefs 
about the hero with its stress on his alleged pro-independence 
nationalism as the highest value for teaching from the hero’s main 
works and life. Modern secularizing 21% century Catholic schools and 
universities that have made peace with that law, some now actively 
cultivating studies in the field as in the case of the hero’s former Jesuit 
school, do so under the influence of, or respect for, if not promotion of 
the still dominant paradigm. No, you don’t have to be a believing 
Catholic to tow the still dominant misrepresenting paradigm. The 
latter’s adherents, however, come mostly or almost always from that 
religious persuasion. Would they ever probe the possibly sinister close 
links between Fr. Balaguer and the famous Fr. Pastells? For, the latter 
played a key secret role in the shocking 1897-announcements 
identifying the former (anonymously and impersonally) for the first 
time, contrary to earlier press announcements in Manila and Madrid, 
as the Church and Jesuits’ official obtainer of the alleged retraction. 
What about the late journalist-publisher Max Soliven’s famous claim 
based allegedly on firm ‘insider tips’ that some document or letter in 
old secret Jesuit archives reveal the retraction’s implied forgery? No, 
such investigative probes have yet come from such quarters, although 
Fr. Bonoan’s mid-1990s book, and Fr. Bernad’s in 2004 managed to 
show more and more critical independence in their studies of the real 
historical Rizal and his prime mission. And in authoritatively stating 
openly at long last for surprised Catholics that, yes, Rizal in his mature 
years most definitely ceased being a Catholic, rejecting too as he did 
the divinity of Jesus and the Christian Bible. In fact chapters three to 
six proves him to have been at core a retraction-immune anti-Catholic 
freethinker. 

. Supporters of the intertwined dominant views, or paradigm, exposed 
for falsification and replacement here, strain in all sorts of creative an 
subconscious ways to soften or explain away Rizal’s clear fighting 
words not just against what he held to be oppressive superstitious 
Catholicism but against the pro-independence 1896 uprising itself. A 
supportive participant of that bloody rising against colonial Spain he 
was they strain to believe and preach against the overwhelming facts 
of the case, like it or not. In their retraction-respecting partisan 


nationalist view this false choice bedevils them: how else could Rizal 
deserve being his country’s top national hero unless Spain itself killed 
him as a rebel-separatist? In their wrong limited view mostly or 
exclusively sociopolitical motives explain his death. There is no need 
to bring in the underlying dominant religious motives and scheming. 
Too many evidences, however, point objectively to his innocence, 
including his powerful anti-rebellion manifesto, legally rejected 
unbelievably on flimsy hair-splitting grounds and revealing largely 
religious resolve to kill him. Even the limited small number of 
evidences presented at his trial, upon reexamination by impartial 
judges, proved his innocence. In this instance historians Agoncillo and 
Constantino rightly concluded that Rizal definitely opposed 
Bonifacio’s rebellion. Other partisan nationalists, wishing him to be a 
deserving chief national hero, argue that though presented evidence did 
not warrant conviction he remained materially guilty for supportively 
inspiring the pro-independence rebellion. If he wrote that isolated 
lapse of judgment, the anti-rebellion manifesto, his opposition to the 
uprising pertained only to matters of tactics, preparations, timing, not 
to armed rebellion itself against Spain. Thus retraction-influenced 
nationalistic Guerrero in his very influential book not free of key errors 
asked: “Why is he the chief Philippine national hero if he was truly 
innocent of the rebellion charge?” Rivers of other false interpretations 
by famous writers have been heaped on this issue. Building on 
retraction-believing Unamuno’s flights of literary fancy, they wrote of 
an indecisive Hamlet-like faint-heart, one desiring revolution, and yet 
recoiling from its rivers of blood. However, you just have to look at 
this retraction-immune patriotic humanist’ bulldog jaw, if nothing else, 
to see how wrong that those views are. Partisan nationalists can’t bear 
the truth that though Rizal railed against Spanish maladministration, he 
remained a loyal Spanish subject, as he repeatedly testified to by 
words and deeds. Again, like it or not, he was framed for rebellion 
largely for religious reasons, which included the obsession in obtaining 
his long-sought retraction, whether by means fair or foul. On his 
deathbed they hoped to obtain it at long last, from one they openly 
condemned as their most scandalous and blasphemous Catholicism- 
hating Voltairean enemy. Deathbed conditions would surely make the 
previously retraction-resisting Masonic freethinker a lot more 


vulnerable and fearful of God’s promised Hell for impenitent 
unbelievers like him. The friar-like fundamentalist Jesuit Pastells 
exemplified that obsession, calling him in his infamous 1897 book a 
“scandalizer and corrupter of Philippine youth”, a traitor to both 
Church and State who deserved what was meted out to him. All the 
more did these well-placed Taliban-type ranking priests and their key 
zealous lay followers scheme for immediate legal execution to provide 
as well ideal conditions for a retraction by means fair—or foul That 
court’s prosecutors and judges acted like influenced disciples of the 
friar-priests, including the new Governor-General himself. Retana and 
Rizal’s fellow modernizing liberals of Spain stressed this rightly in 
protests and shared fight against Church rule endorsed by Catholic 
Spain for its Asian colony. 

. What I’ve broadly called the still reigning retraction-respecting 
nationalistic paradigm wrongly attributes Rizal’s death to his alleged 
main enemy, Spain. Mostly or exclusively for its own political- 
nationalistic reasons for one charged with rebellion. Beneath the 
legalistic appearances we see how wrong that cover-up is. Uncovered 
overall evidence, like it or not, showed strong opposition in fact to the 
rebellion. Investigators, prosecutors, Governor-General knew this. 
Spain itself was not his chief enemy but its colonial Taliban-type 
superstitious Catholicism, which as a Masonic scientific freethinker 
Rizal regarded the prime enemy because it powerfully blocked 
redemptive mental and libertarian material progress. In the new 
paradigm offered and developed here, of the church-and-theocracy- 
killed bone-deep freethinker, he valued most of all the radical 
improvement in character and mentality of his scorned Fourth-and- 
Third World peoples’ radical improvement in character and mentality. 
As a patriotic humanist universal themes trusting in the power of 
reasoned discourse concerned him, not just locally centered ones. His 
rationalist brutalization theory of deeply damaged mentalities by faith 
and culture led him as well to oppose the deeply problematic bloody 
pro-independence rising of 1896. The retraction-influenced 
nationalistic paradigm insists arguably that the 1896 revolution was the 
one sacred watershed in the development of Philippine nationalism 
itself and Rizal somehow had to be a supportive part of it, directly or 
indirectly as its inspiration, and so on. The wildly hailed major movie 


on him some years ago, under influence of the retraction-influenced 
nationalistic views exemplified quite well and very confusingly these 
reigning intertwined views of the hero’s misrepresented character and 
prime mission. On the contrary, our iconic hero here argued that a 
problematic bloody revolution was not required to build a free modern 
civilized society, whether eventually as an independent nation-state or 
not. Feel free to disagree with this view, or not, but let us agree that 
this is beside the point in a committed factual search for the real 
historical Rizal. 

. In that spirit I defend him here from the Church and its Opus Dei 
book’s demolition job on his principled Masonic scientific humanist 
character. I show how this personal creed of his developed fully down 
to core-deep levels, turning him thus into a Catholicism-hating 
Voltairean rationalist and turning him practically into one immune to 
the most persuasive Hell-backed attempts at reconversion to the old 
fundamentalist faith. Be reminded that he was demonized by 
churchmen since 1887 as a most dangerous Voltairean anti-Catholic 
and Church-State separatist, who worked as well to separate the 
Philippines from Spain. In its basics the paradigmatic perspectives 
advanced here was voiced a long time ago in vain by famous 
statesman Manuel L. Quezon: in his 1916 Rizal-Day Address. No 
violent anti-Spain separatist was he, Quezon insisted. But peace-loving 
radical reformist for earned individual freedoms under a rights- 
fostering regime of Church-State separation. And yes, stressed 
Quezon, Rizal’s enemy was not comparatively highly civilized Spain 
but its absolutist Catholicism and theocracy, both in the mainland and 
particularly in its Asian Philippine colony. Awesomely heroic that 
nearly single-handed advocacy, Quezon further argued, costing the 
well aware Rizal his own life, yet making him more than deserve his 
chief hero status for it. In fact a world-heroic martyred enemy of 
theocracy (for basic freedoms) he emerges magnificently in this little 
book’s paradigm-breaking critique. Rightfully a hero too of modern 
Spain he emerges magnificently, and his huge Madrid monument 
should be regarded as a rightful testament to this. 

. Imagine this freethinker-activist from the Fourth and Third Worlds: he 
uniquely among their leadership goes against his own scorned 
colonized peoples’ natural violent bent to seize nation-state power for 
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themselves, from their comparatively advanced colonizers. Unlike the 
Hindu nationalist Gandhi and other zealous nationalists like Juarez, 
Sukarno, Nkrumah, Mugabe, and numerous others like them, he alone 
dared to go against the popular ethno-nationalistic idea of immediate 
political independence by force of arms, or whether through activist 
nonviolence. He, as Masonic rationalist stressing rational discourse to 
a fault perhaps, urged them to seek self-dignification first, through 
studies and hard work at self-transformation. So to mature enough 
toward mentality parity with the First World’s modern civilized and 
peoples. Aspire then for nation-statehood, as the Americans did in the 
1gth century, he implied, on those foundations including enough- 
developed civic virtues and national sentiment regardless of ethno- 
linguistic differences and religious divisions. Like it or not that kind of 
deep thinking obsessed him as a Masonic scientific freethinker and 
patriotic humanist. So, in the face of rebellion in 1896, he still asked: 
How could violent seizure of nation-statehood produce the self- 
transformations it prerequired? Leftist historians like the famous R. 
Constantino demote him from veneration as chief Philippine national 
hero for the latter’s opposition to top rebel Bonifacio’s deeply 
problematic rebellion of 1896. “Anti-hero”, the nationalistic 
retractionist Joaquin called him in some popular writings of his. 
Dishonest and embarrassing, however, have been the numerous 
historians, biographers, educators, political leaders who gloss over, 
skim and otherwise distort or misrepresent Rizal as a supporter, after 
all, of the armed rebellion—in the wrong belief that the chief 
Philippine national hero should also have taken up arms against Spain 
in 1896; he should have been killed by that alleged chief enemy as a 
defiant rebel. Thus did Dr. Quibuyen devote his 1999 magisterial 
retraction-evasive book vainly proving that Rizal was a Bonifacian 
after all! Through creative critical hermeneutics examination of the 
case, he argued. 

From 1887 on, upon publication of Noli Me Tangere, theocratic clergy 
in Spain but especially in its Philippine bulwark of theocracy launched 
their faith-driven ‘eliminationist’ campaign against the fully Voltairean 
book and its reviled anti-Catholic author. The deeply entrenched friar- 
priests including Jesuits and other religious saw him rightly as their 
most dangerous modern progressivist enemy, the would-be extender to 


Spain’s Asian colony of the mainland’s halting liberal democratic 
reforms that by then for decades had been gradually weakening and 
eroding Church-State union and the Church’s special privileges, as in 
its monopoly of education. Dominican and Augustinian ‘fatwas’ and 
related pamphlets and criticisms from media poured out from the 
religious communities and their lay disciples at all levels of society. Its 
gist: not only was the “Noli’s” au arrogant Indio-author a Catholicism- 
hating apostate but a church-state separatist traitor against Spain itself. 
These Taliban-type priests from Spain clamored for banning his 
writings, for his arrest, trial, and the meting out of the maximum 
penalty he “surely deserved”. The 1896 uprising they quickly blamed 
on him gave them the ideal double opportunity they’d long hoped for 
not just for eliminating this most dangerous religious enemy of theirs 
but in obtaining his full retraction as well. Rizal himself in his writings 
feared something like this would happen, as in his December 30, 1896 
Death Poem’s attribution of his death to his “oppressors’ faith that 
kills”. Many biographers like Leon Ma. Guerrero found that his 
cowled enemies framed him in mid-1892 with planted anti-Catholic 
leaflets causing his arrest as an accused seditious anti-Catholic. Jesuit 
intervention delayed trial and sentencing to give the Jesuits in remote 
Dapitan chances of winning him back for the Church in unity with the 
Spanish State. Please take special note here, detailed in the third 
chapter, that from the start and its entire context, reporting, and 
contents the Church’s five-sentence retraction document attributed to 
Rizal was never purely a religious conversion to minimal requirements 
of Catholic faith. It covered much broader religious, philosophic, and 
sociopolitical matters of belief and alleged errors, contrary to its 
misrepresentation too many retractionists. If you are an honest and 
responsible person, please do not discuss this famous alleged retraction 
without laying out before your inquiring eyes each one of its five 
distinct affirmations. So at the very least, before you come to trading 
insults and verbal blows, you know clearly and precisely what you are 
fighting about. I’ve received nearly as many insults and blows, 
however, from partisan nationalists who portray colonial Spain as 
Rizal’s chief enemy that killed him for political reasons for inspiring or 
endorsing rebellion, his December 15 manifesto notwithstanding. 
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The Jesuits at first did not know the depths of this mostly Indio- 
Malay’s Masonic scientific rationalism. Naturally predisposed to it 
early on since seventeen or eighteen, he quickly absorbed its 
foundations and teachings like a sponge in advanced modern Europe, 
starting in gradually modernizing Spain. The “Talibanesque” Jesuit 
Superior Pastells was first to realize the bone-deep depths of Rizal’s 
rationalist apostasy from very intense exchanges of letters between the 
two in the wake of the latter’s transfer from jail to confinement in 
Dapitan. With both the Governor-General and the archbishop agreeing, 
the Jesuits apparently promised to win him back to their times’ 
theocratic Catholicism. He attacked its abuses, but so did he its 
doctrines and rites as harmful superstitious hindrances to his Third 
World peoples’ mental and material progress. Pastells’s special 
emissary, Fr. Sanchez, confirmed these depths of the hero’s beliefs as a 
Masonic scientific freethinker. For, in response to Sanchez’s personal 
effort at winning him back to the faith of his youth, Rizal firmly 
admitted to being “an unbeliever and a Mason.” False, even dishonest 
are the historians, biographers, educators who continue to write and 
teach that throughout his anti-Catholic critiques and attacks he 
remained an advanced modern Catholic at core. A free-believing one, 
some have reported, such that the return to faith at death could not be 
ruled out. On the contrary his own lifelong studies, reflections, 
writings turned him cumulatively and selectively from age 21 on, into 
practically a retraction-immune freethinker. His own personal religion 
or creed was like that of his Spanish, French and German scientific 
humanist mentors and colleagues. It was like that of his highly 
admired Voltaire and Darwin. Weren’t these two giants of modern 
thought retraction-immune from reconverting back to their old 
sectarian faiths, whether backed by threats of Hellfire or not? 

Because Opus-Dei priest-scholar Dr. De Pedro from the start of his 
book and throughout championed the retraction’s historicity, which has 
a very submissively pious Rizal returning back to the old faith of his 
birth, childhood and youth, De Pedro was influenced by that 
throughout his research and writing of his widely promoted book. He 
ignored if not denied that his iconic subject continued for life with his 
in-depth reflections, writings, studies and applications in the wide area 
of scientific humanist rationalism. Its sociopolitical aspects attracted 
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him mainly, De Pedro played up that retractionist line. At most you 
could consider him half-baked or incomplete freethinker and moved 
more to embrace it by emotional romantic notions than by bone-deep 
intellectual and moral convictions. De Pedro’s unique version of this 
Catholic ‘eliminationism’ of Rizal’s core-identity further states that the 
latter’s Catholicism-hating Voltairean attacks were really but a kind of 
polemical and boasting rationalist palaver, with dark Machiavellian 
motives underneath. For, at bone-deep levels of a diminishing core he 
remained a Catholic believer. And he identified himself as a Catholic, 
no matter if confusedly and inconsistently at times. Darkly he played 
the part of a Catholicism-hating Voltairean to the hilt all the more to 
take full revenge on the small minority of abusive friar-priests that he 
personally resented and hated. To make them squirm extremely he 
painted tem all black and ridiculing them all as a group from a totally 
profane Voltairean freethinker’s pen. So, an emotionally driven sham- 
freethinker he was, and haunted by guilt by this maliciousness on his 
part. Opus-Dei priest-scholar De Pedro tells his readers that here was 
another reason why Rizal found it relatively easy at his most 
vulnerable moment at death to convert back fully and penitently to the 
pure Catholicism of his infancy and youth. 

Thus do other key findings of Dr. De Pedro contaminated to fit and 
further justify his faith’s retraction-inspired teachings. It is true that 
Rizal deactivated from Masonry on his second return to his country. 
But like other retractionists such as Guerrero and Joaquin, he reads 
much more into it than is justified. He accordingly left Masonry, 
manifesting in this a half-hearted commitment to Masonry and the 
plausibility of retracting it at death. De Pedro thus misleads yet again 
in regard to Rizal’s church-attending on Sunday in Dapitan. It showed 
he considered himself to be still some kind of a Catholic. Not at all. 
There were social, political, community and family reasons for doing 
so upon arrival there and this did not continue regularly throughout his 
four-year confinement. He just stood towards the back close to a side 
door and did not participate in worship of the Mass and its related 
sacraments. Then yet again De Pedro showed the retraction’s influence 
on him by his uncritical acceptance of Jesuit undocumented tales 
regarding two separate occasions in 1895 when the hero allegedly 
nearly retracted! The first time was early in the year for a marriage 
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license; later in the year no longer for that but for a Dapitan release, 
sizeable amounts of money and land. Would a bone-deep retraction- 
immune freethinker do that? An incomplete half-hearted or sham- 
freethinker would. One highly vulnerable to converting back fully on 
his deathbed at 35 to the faith-beliefs of his youth. What a piously 
malicious demolition job that is on Rizal’s well-documented and 
unforgettably sterling character. Whether conscious of it or not, that is 
what Opus Dei priest-scholar Dr. De Pedro manages to do in his book, 
consciously and subconsciously designed to eliminate knowledge of 
Rizal’s core-identity as the church-and-theocracy killed-freethinker of 
basic freedoms for his peoples’ radical intellectual and ethical 
improvements above all else. 

Ironically, the races and peoples Rizal tried most to awaken ethically 
and mentally from their superstitious ignorance passively if not eagerly 
embraced the rampant misrepresentations of the retraction-influenced 
partisan nationalist paradigm, which covered up this regionally 
admired hero’s core-identity. Through culpable ignorance and mental 
indolence, or the wish to turn their chief iconic hero into a pro- 
rebellion nationalistic Catholic like themselves. Killed by his chief 
enemy Spain fr nothing less than patriotic rebellion they proclaimed. 
This instead of seriously inquiring into who really was his chief 
enemy, and who ultimately killed him as the Death Poem insisted in 
asking and answering. Beyond their capacities it seems, evidenced by 
this national tragedy of a country still blind to their top hero’s core- 
identity, is the serious reflective reading of their greatest heroic 
exemplar’s works. How else explain their age-old indifference and 
relative aversion to serious reading of their hero’s explosive satires, 
essays, letters critical of their superstitious Catholicism and those 
urging unrelenting critical studies toward mentality parity with the 
world’s most modern civilized citizens. For me, history Professor 
Milagros C. Guerrero expressed these thoughts bluntly in her Rizal- 
Day lecture in 2006, where these revealing words appeared: “He is 
really nowhere...in the minds of his countrymen....the Rizal course... 
a miserable failure.” Compare that to the popular A.R. Ocampo’s 
remark in his January 9, 2009 column; “Unfortunate...so seldom read 
by his people...so conditioned to associate Rizal with [their partisan] 
nationalism and holidays...” Over the decades I have hardly met 
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students and graduates who showed enough curiosity and interest in 
penetrating through their top hero’s core-identity. Content in relative 
intellectual and moral indolence, as Rizal himself criticized in essays, 
his countrymen remain in their lazy superficial veneration of him 
without understanding. Don’t fall, serious readers, for the official 
propaganda and advertising hype about how the popular top hero truly 
lives and inspires in Philippine hearts and minds. I won’t even exempt 
from these tragic observations close and extended family relations. 
Those too of closest friends. I cannot forget the many times I tried to 
share findings of this slim meaty book with nephews and nieces 
without inviting disapproving looks from their parents. 

In truth it is as if he really never lived to rightly influence his scorned 
race and people in the way he dreamed of primarily. And he might as 
well not have lived at all in that regard, considering how alien they still 
are to his core-identity. Had the masses of his people of faith known 
about his bone-deep Catholicism-hating Votaireanism on the one hand, 
and his firm opposition to their bloody problematic uprising of 1896 
on the other hand (deceitfully organized in Rizal’s name by its top 
leaders) they would probably not have supported the post-1896 
movement to make him chief national hero. That gained momentum 
with plenty of help from the conquering Americans who did not expect 
at all to be intellectually and morally conquered by the most noble 
specimen of the so-called Southeast Asian Indians (Indios in Spanish). 
A good case could be made for Rizal growing in mass acceptance as 
chief Philippine hero by accident. I say this too because over the long 
years I’d get asked by high school and college graduates what my 
previous books’ and this review-essay’s titles and subtitles meant. 
Most had no inkling; nor did they care to study the matter further. Nor 
did most understand key English words of the titles and subtitles, in 
spite of English being the history-imposed Philippine language of 
higher abstract thought, learning and communications. His foreign 
admirers, especially in the Internet, have likewise realized the nearly 
total ignorance of and lack of interest in this chief national hero’s 
depths. If at times deep interest in him seems shown by his 
countrymen it often concerns requests for information on superficial 
and salacious matters or rumors. For example: his alleged romances 
with various women; his alleged suppressed homosexuality; even the 
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possibility of his fathering, unbelievably, the monstrous Hitler! 
“Google it” on the Internet, and see for yourselves, readers. 

But the times in this 21%‘ century: they are religiously and scientifically 
a-changing fast, as various international related surveys and debates on 
religion vs. science keep attesting to. Organized faiths and ideologies 
are fragmenting from without and from within into more adaptive 
pluralist variants. Eventual Philippine acceptance of this highly 
condensed slim volume’s key retraction-disrespecting findings will 
continue gaining ground, especially as it gains a lot faster acceptance 
among the First World’s relatively aware reasoning peoples. There is 
growing realization too that much Philippine history has been distorted 
by partisan zealous nationalists. Here’s one of them (in addition to 
myself) fashionably confessing his past destructive errors. He is the 
well-known professor Alex Magno. In his popular newspaper column 
of May 5, 2009 he retracted his past supernationalism (yet again) ina 
way you couldn’t possibly question and doubt for its authenticity, no 
matter how much you may disagree. Our generation and their 
predecessors, he wrote, constructed a nationalism that was “ultimately 
destructive...enforcing a national language [replacing history-imposed 
English as the main learning tool]...demonizing U.S. imperialism...a 
rapacious world... [the need to be] protected by policies of autarky...” 
Rizal studies of the objective kind, not just Philippine chances of 
becoming First World, suffered enormously too from an 
overnationalistic mentality and related set of policies. More objectivity 
should be brought to bear in the 21‘ century to Rizal studies, including 
a thorough re-examination of the highly problematic 1896 uprising. 
And why Rizal most clearly opposed it in his own ever-repeated 
words, deeds, and whereabouts. 

Defiantly joining church-condemned Freemasonry when still 21, he 
joined with like-minded Spanish liberals and democrats in their 
individual-rights advocacy, in their shared clamor for far more church- 
state separation towards full separation, for far more efficiency with 
justice in administrative governance, and for rapid material progress. 
These Spaniards accepted him as a fellow Spanish citizen in these 
advocacies, the only one from peoples the conquistadores called Indios 
(Indians) to gain such full acceptance as a co-equal Spaniard. For this 
and other reasons, he merits much greater recognition as martyred 
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rights-championing hero of modern Spain. And for his December 30, 
1896 Constancy Swan Song, which the greatest Spanish Cervantes 
scholar, Miguel de Unamuno, rated famously as one of the finest of its 
kind in the Spanish language. That poem took the U.S. Congress by 
storm in 1902 when ranking Representative Henry A. Cooper recited a 
translation of it to barely win passage of the landmark Philippine 
Autonomy Bill. This led on to others like it into full independence in 
1946. Shameful and tragic has been the demolition job told here of it 
by those influenced by the reigning false paradigm. These antedated 
the poem’s finishing and delivery in order to correspondingly ignore, 
gloss over, mistranslate and misinterpret key words, messages, 
defiances, including on who killed him. This to institutionalize the 
retraction as Rizal’s December 29-30, 1896 Swan Song, instead of his 
true death poem. Credit for this before the Second World War and after 
should go to the Catholic nationalist Jaime de Veyra who invented the 
enshrined (at Fort Santiago) myth of the Adios’s smuggling from the 
death cell early in the evening of December 29. 

Owing to the importance of “Who Killed Rizal?”, let’s liken to “Who 
Killed Jesus?” The latter’s arrest, trial, death as accused rebel by 
colonial Rome of Jesus of the Gospels took place similarly amidst a 
charged atmosphere, socio-politically speaking. At surface level of 
appearances, Rizal likewise suffered arrest, trial, death-sentencing by 
colonial Spain as an accused rebel. Both were innocent of the trumped- 
up death-dealing political acusations. On the surface colonial Rome 
through Governor Pilate killed Jesus. On the surface colonial Spain 
through Governor Polavieja killed Rizal. Deeper investigative studies 
of church-instigated demonizations, plotting, and persecutions which 
cumulatively led to the arrest, trial, death uncovers similarly the 
crucial role played by Taliban-type priests of influence and their 
zealous disciples. Recall in Rizal’s case that the most militant 
defenders of the faith framed him once again (as they did in mid-1892) 
with the equally planted five-sentence retraction manifesto, as proven 
in chapters three through six. The insiders among the Dominicans and 
Jesuits who since 1893 appreciated the bone-deep depths of Rizal’s 
Masonic freethinker convictions saw in his untimely death the supreme 
opportunity which would make this most dangerous church-state 
separatist highly vulnerable to a full retraction in the hands of the 
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Jesuits. From their long historical experience they knew that heretics 
usually recanted on their deathbeds when attended to by Hell- 
reminding priests. More so from an Indian, they figured. If this still 
failed, the most militant defenders of the faith (and its union with the 
state) came prepared with an extreme Plan B, the planting of the five- 
sentence retraction. It is wrong for a Christian to represent the 
traditional Jesus of the Gospels as an armed Jewish separatist 
nationalist killed for it by Rome. Well, wrong it is as well to represent 
the real historical Rizal as an armed Philippine separatist nationalist 
killed for it by Spain. In the context of both cases Taliban-type clerics 
and their fellow zealots killed them. Not Rome and Spain respectively. 
No priest in both cases pleaded to save their lives devoted above all 
else to the cause of radical internal improvements and reforms. Come 
to think of it: as a radical religious reformer Rizal urged Philippine 
women and men to drastically simplify their ugly superstitious faith 
towards the comparably beautiful in spirituality and reflectively 
tolerant ones he observed in advanced Europe. 

Many findings in this condensed review-essay and book were first 
reported in two slim volumes of mine in the late 1990s, and to some 
extent in letters to editors, a short essay here and there, and lately in 
the Internet. The results have been negligible, attesting to the well- 
entrenched and well-financed reign of the dominant paradigm. Even in 
Wikipedia, where my anti-retractionist entries last at most for only a 
few days until it is criticized and replaced by a retractionist. Dr. 
Manolo O. Vafio’s conclusively retraction-falsifying works, and those 
of Reynold S. Fajardo and others have similarly met with similar very 
limited results in conclusively demolishing the retraction. Our 
conclusive demolitions of the retraction manifesto have, for decades 
now, gone formally unanswered by any of the retractionist authorities. 
They are at most skimmed or ignored, if not unread. Ironic this, since 
he exposed their relative indolence (compared to the six peoples he 
cited as industrious and advanced) including in its mental sense of 
attitudes toward hard serious reading. “Study [this], study, study, and 
meditate well on what you study... [so boosting] intelligence and 
heart...”, his oft-repeated advice remained relatively unheeded. 

This paradigm-breaking critique differs from the ideal academic 
format with its detailed footnotes, expanded references and 


21; 


bibliography. The most important ones are incorporated in abbreviated 
forms in the main text. As for the rest, they can readily be searched on 
the Internet at many sites. The immense international importance of 
this complex challenging subject justifies publication of this low-cost 
imperfect and unfinished book with the rest of the chapters and notes 
to follow within a year in the complete finished version. I’d long 
promised a third volume or book on this subject in my second book 
published by Giraffe Books of Metro Manila in 1998. If in the face of 
aging’s heavy tolls and health issues I don’t deliver on it now in any 
acceptable form no matter how late, this big chance of complying yet 
with that promise while possibly making a significant contribution 
may not come again. 

Finally these wise words from Chris Patten are worth remembering as 
we seriously read and reread this meaty summing up of findings in 
advance. Yes, he of Hong Kong governorship-fame, now Oxford 
University head, from his memorable essay on correcting Mao Zedong 
history, in Philippine Daily Inquirer of September 30, 2009: 
“Countries fabricate and rewrite their histories... to accommodate 
tribal solidarity and accomplishment... Triumphs and virtues are 
exaggerated ... failings covered up.... Good historians encourage us to 
be honest about ourselves. They destroy our self-delusions.” These 
highly civilized words apply to this slim condensed books efforts at 
uncovering and correcting Jose Rizal history. They remind me of 
Rizal’s own words from his still hardly read 1889 rationalist’s letter- 
advice to Philippine women (and their men), from London: “Pass 
everything including what I tell you through reason’s sieve, for, deceit 
and its delusions lurk everywhere.” That’s another writing of his like 
“Noli” that argued for drastically reforming faith towards its advanced 
thinking forms in Europe. Errors may have inadvertently slipped into 
these pages, requiring your vigilance. Let us hope these errors do not 
affect substance but are limited to typing, editing and style slips. 


Opus Dei Book's Darkened Rizal & Why - Chapter 2 
This is Chapter 2 - A Story Worth Telling from Opus Dei Book's Darkened 
Rizal and Why book 


Chapter 2 

OPUS DEI BOOK’S DARKENED RIZAL 

Man redeems himself only through profound studies. 
—From 1889’s “Science, Virtue, Work in Masonry” 
A Story Worth Telling 


But not as told by the book, Rizal Through A Glass Darkly. That’s the title 
of Opus Dei priest-scholar Dr. Javier de Pedro’s major work on the iconic 
Dr. Rizal, published in 2005 by the country’s Opus Dei-sponsored 
University of Asia & the Pacific. My own retraction-disrespecting findings 
from the late 1990s to the present on roughly similar topics differs sharply 
with Dr. De Pedro’s retraction-believing findings. His is of a darkly driven 
sham-freethinker Rizal killed by Spain as a rebel for political reasons. My 
roughly similar research, on he other hand, unearthed a church-and- 
theocracy killed one for the mainly religious reasons of his church-state 
separatist heresies. In his otherwise modern character’s core Dr. De Pedro 
insists, like the Zaides and almost all others, this amazing hero remained 
Catholic. And considered himself a Catholic somehow. On the contrary my 
researches yielded a fully Catholicism-hating Voltairean freethinker, a 
world-heroic Masonic scientific humanist, whom church and its theocracy 
condemned for it, whose faith killed him as Rizal himself declared in his 
defiant-tender death poem. 


Nothing of the sort, but its reverse, you will read from Dr. De Pedro’s major 
book on the hero, nor in the retraction-influenced nationalistic textbooks. 
This greatest Indio, or Indian, that Spain ever met anywhere in its conquests 
and gave its best education, it killed in 1896 supposedly for Spanish 
politico-nationalistic reasons. How then could he be Asia’s first champion 
of the Enlightenment? My research claims Spain’s colonial theocratic 
church instigated that false charge of anti-Spanish separatism since the late 


1880s on the otherwise nonviolent freethinker-reformer Rizal. His 
theocratic prosecutors suppressed many clear evidences of innocence in his 
seized diary, finding of innocence by a just-ousted Governor-General, his 
acceptance as physician in Spain’s Cuban army, his powerful December 
1896 letter fighting the rebellion itself, etc. Then its most influential 
Spanish priests, especially Jesuits, framed him once more with probably 
world history’s most successful and harmful retraction of beliefs, works, 
deeds. Summed up this way, Rizal’s life, especially his dramatic last hours, 
inseparable from his own secret finishing and delivery of his retraction- 
falsifying death poem, is a riveting story worth telling for he first time. Wait 
till you finish chapter six before judging this huge claim. I often ask myself: 
“Why do I seem to be the only one who tells Rizal’s story this way, and 
even crows about it? A death so fine like this very rarely seen in all the 
annals of history, philosophy, religion, and even literature. Tragically this is 
still unknown where reigns the retraction-influenced nationalistic 
perspectives on his character and chief mission. With costly tragic results as 
we Shall see. 


The Opus Dei-sponsored book critiqued here renews, updates and further 
develops Catholicism’s retraction-influenced cover-ups of the church- 
condemned-and-martyred Masonic freethinker. This injustice struck chords 
of outrage in me all over again. I asked myself: “Why don’t they still see by 
this late day in the 21‘ century the continuously growing virtual mountain 
of conclusive anti-retraction evidence? The Opus Dei scholars and 
intellectuals behind their widely promoted book don’t even seem to have an 
inkling of its existence. But they should know, if only subconsciously, that 
most of their claims on the hero’s core-identity depends on the truth of the 
Church’s key retraction document. And its chief witnesses and how they 
obtained it for living out accordingly throughout the last entire night of 
December 29-30, 1896. It must affect any book’s story of Rizal’s life, 
works, prime teachings, who really killed him really for what, and all other 
sorts of indirectly related matters. My retraction-disproving works and 
those of a few others since the mid-1990s have hardly made a dent in 
raising awareness to it. Only a handful seem to deeply care in resolving this 
shameful scandal of Philippine history, education and culture. A good 
unintended consequence of Dr. De Pedro’s Opus Dei book under review 


here is its bringing this costly tragic matter to the attention of both Filipinos 
and foreigners and so press harder for resolution. 


In this critique’s paradigm-replacing view, Taliban-type churchmen’s 
demonizing and clamoring since 1887 and conviction of him as a people- 
corrupting Voltairean heretic, thus separatist enemy of Catholic Spain led to 
his arrest. At first in 1892 on planted anti-Catholic flyers in regard to his 
jailing, then transfer to the Jesuits’ Dapitan Mission Area for work on his 
retraction. Later he suffered re-arrest for the 1896 rebellion and after a 
rigged trial executedby firing squad. This obsession in extracting a full 
broad retraction by means fair or foul and the failed attempts at it 
predisposed revenge-seeking clerics to denounce him opportunistically as 
plotter of the 1896 rebellion. For the most informed insiders a death-dealing 
sentence appeared to give them the best last chances and conditions for 
obtaining the long-sought “trophy” retraction of this perceived most 
dangerous heretic: he who dared to attack both Catholicism and its 
theocratic union with the state. Which Indian heretic on his deathbed, 
assisted by persuasive priests would not reconvert back to his old faith?, 
they surely asked. In their white-supremacist view, quite normal back then, 
the most stubborn Indio heretics, at their most vulnerable dying moments, 
could be worked on to reconvert or retract and submit to Spanish priestly 
persuasions backed up by powerful reminders of Hellfire. If that failed, 
death brought favorable opportunities of pulling off a successful “Plan B” 
for present and future generations beyond the grave. Those who know well 
how the dangerously regarded Philippine-born secular priest Burgos in 
1872 was convicted falsely to death for the naval soldiers’ mutiny in Cavite 
may see similarities here, including his immediate execution and that of the 
bribed chief witness to seal their lips forever. Ididn’t mean to go this far 
ahead of our long story. Clearer and detailed will all this be as you get 
deeper into this chapter and the next. 


Beware of those commercially popular textbooks and biographies, 
especially those on which church or state bestowed support and patronage, 
which uphold or at the very least give respect to the historic recantation. In 
De Pedro’s case, he covers up the real historical Rizal some more with his 
own innovative development of the Church’s retraction-based story. The 
fact of the retraction demonstrates in his mind the very incomplete and 


sham character of Rizal’s Masonic and Voltairean scientific rationalism. 
Dying embers of faith remained at his core of cores to reignite fully at 
death. An instructive similarity here strikes me between the Enlightenment- 
sparked higher-criticism quest of the real historical Jesus (in which Rizal, 
with his knowledge of Hebrew, Greek, Latin, French, German read too), on 
the one hand, and the traditional Gospels-based versions, on the other. Here 
too these two fields’ respective versions of their iconic subject’s character, 
prime teachings and world significance are worlds apart. 


I view his book as a darkly misrepresenting one, in spite of its author’s two 
doctorate degrees and considerable research background. He embarked 
decades ago, just as I did, on a painstaking scholarly search for the real 
historical Rizal. He wanted to set the record straight with very poorly 
informed Philippine youth in regard to their chief national hero, whom they 
venerated without understanding and romanticized in over-nationalistic 
terms. This anti-retraction critique will continue showing that his dark 
findings blows to bits principled character and teachings of Rizal, his 
constancy to basic convictions as a Masonic scientific humanist which 
predisposed him to reformism, no matter how otherwise revolutionary. I 
have to agree with the professor quoted in the preceding chapter that in 
effect nowhere below surface levels in students’ minds and hearts does the 
real Rizal lodge or live, the contrary official propaganda of the textbooks 
and biographies, of the educators and politicians notwithstanding. An in- 
depth meeting between youth and the greatest exemplar of their race and 
peoples has yet to take place at levels below the besotting superficialities 
and error-filled regurgitations of what they’ve been wrongly fed by their 
teachers and parents. The same goes for others including his so-called 
Knights, Ladies, Youth Leaders and Descendants. They themselves could 
confirm this costly tragedy (affecting transformation into a First World 
people in scientific mentality and achievements) of veneration without 
understanding. They could compare what they knew before starting to read 
this book-critique to what their changed minds learned after carefully 
finishing this very slim but condensed meaty book. Or, even up to the next 
chapter at the very least, and after rereading for much greater 
understanding... I bet they would say, “You’re right, we never really knew 
him in-depth. And what we knew then were mostly errors.” What a dream 
come true that would be, dear readers, if only a tiny portion of Filipinos 


proficient in English cared enough to read this cover-up exposing and 
paradigm-replacing book-critique (and scoop?). Yes, about their most 
inspiring exemplar of humanity. 


Why have I found from my own research such radically different and 
contradictory findings from that of Dr. De Pedro? With no way of bridging 
the abyss that separates us. That being the case, I decided here to focus in 
exposing and updating his painstaking efforts at supranational Catholicism’s 
‘eliminationist demolition job’ on our iconic subject, in automatically 
covering up his real nature, prime teachings, who ultimately killed him, 
their main reasons for it, the manner of his death, the exact identity and 
description of his chief enemy, etc. Those areas of the subject suffered from 
a lot of covering up and distortions influenced at root by belief in, or at least 
respect for the Church’s Rizal retraction story. Take the conventional 
accounts of his last hours. The retraction’s believers and respecters, never 
tell their readers the full facts and context of the “December 29-30, 1896 
Constancy Swan Song” and its lines blaming its author’s death to the 
“enslaving oppressive executioner’s faith that kills.” They never tell about 
the just-in-time finishing of its key retraction-falsifying contents, nor of its 
secret delivery twice in the keepsakes and shoes on execution day by Rizal 
himself. They absolutely never tell how the thought of it all put a lingering 
smile on his calm face at his death walk, giving him extra courage and 
giving us a greater clarity about his real character and what he died for most 
of all. Note that I am using words like “Catholicism, Church, lay Catholics, 
theocracy” in their broad conventional and practical senses as when 
historians of the so-called “Holocaust”, some of whom are Catholics, use 
those terms. Thus the respected historian Daniel J. Goldhagen subtitled his 
famous book on the matter this way: “The Role of the Catholic Church in 
the Holocaust and Its Unfulfilled Duty of Repair.” Thus this Catholic 
argument one often hears is invalid, namely that the Pope has not officially 
defined Rizal’s Retraction as Church doctrine and one should therefore not 
call it a Catholic teaching. 


A Fake Anti-Catholic 


Continuing with these background remarks and teasers: In his book’s title 
De Pedro does not mean that he studied his iconic subject through faith- 


darkened glasses, although that might well be the case. He meant to say that 
his painstaking excavations in the field yielded hitherto unappreciated 
sinister features of the chief Philippine hero’s character. Very provocative 
that is, as attention-grabbing as some of my advance remarks above, if not 
more so. Brave for going against the grain concerning very sensitive “Touch 
Me Not” matters. Imagine concluding from his research that Rizal just 
sinisterly pretended to be a fully Catholicism-hating Voltairean freethinker! 
Even when he wrote in that vein and seemed to be attacking Catholicism 
itself from a fully free-thinking scientific rationalist, he pretended. No, that 
was all darkly inspired “bold boasting rationalist palaver”. So, when in the 
first novel its heretical author hurled verbal blows and arguments at 
numerous Catholic doctrines, rituals, practices, and its priesthood, he did 
not really mean to do so as a fully Catholicism-hating freethinker but faked 
it. This would then apply to other blasphemous anti-Catholic jeremiads, in 
“Vision of Fr. Rodriguez”, for instance. “Bold rationalist boasting” applies 
to it, as well as to the others of equal anti-Catholic explosiveness. Not at all 
did these critical attacks spring from core-convictions of his historical, 
philosophic and scientific studies, and readings on the real historical Jesus 
and Christian Origins. Rather did these, by De Pedro’s theory,, spring from 
an all-consuming personal and emotional hatred of a tiny group of abusive 
priests of his quite limited bitter experiences. His blanket attacks surged 
from a festering desire for revenge at these abusive and excessively 
theocratic clerics. He acted so not because he had fully transformed into 
free-thinking rationalist enemy of the Church, but in a calculated 
Machiavellian fashion. This way he could inflict maximal pain, fear and 
loathing on a small minority of abusive Spanish friar-priests, by maliciously 
painting their entire religious establishment black and appearing before 
them to be fully a Catholicism-hating Voltairean. True, his first 1887 
historical-cultural novel declared total war against his colonized country’s 
religious establishment, Dr. De Pedro could not help admitting and echoing. 
But, based on his research findings, the half-baked freethinker Rizal faked 
that semblance of total war too. 


Deep inside his core of cores the otherwise fully heretical sounding Rizal, 
according to De Pedro, retained his old faith’s absolute essentials, although 
this dwindled with time and his ‘cafeteria style’ stance increasingly 
appeared inconsistent with his self-regarding essential Catholicism. Yes, De 


Pedro unbelievably claimed like most of the textbooks on the hero, that 
through all his no-holds-barred attacks on Catholicism and its theocracy, 
Rizal still somehow considered himself a Catholic. For, he allegedly had 
left Masonry, and he regularly went to Sunday Mass during his four-year 
confinement in Dapitan. (Both are overblown half-truths at best calculated 
to mislead that I deal with elsewhere in this work.) And twice in 1895 he 
tried to publicly recant, De Pedro stressed. However, his evidence here cites 
Jesuit yarns originating with Fr. Obach. Supposedly, early in that year, Rizal 
agreed to retract in exchange for a marriage license. But later in the same 
year he no longer wished to do so for that reason but for a Dapitan release, 
lots of money and land for his business-related plans. Irresponsible 
scurrilous talk this, which I read also from a popular newspaper column of 
Jesuit historian Arcilla years ago. Really, the Jesuits should come clean with 
all the hard evidence on this tale (and on their other retraction-related 
claims detailed in the next chapter). Or else stop spreading these slurs on 
Rizal’s character. Why is Dr. De Pedro saying all these bad things in the 
guise of research findings? Why is Catholicism’s Opus Dei organization 
supporting and propagating his book and its main claims worldwide? And, 
why haven’t Philippine educators and historians, both from academia and 
outside, such as the so-called Knights, Ladies, Youths, and Descendants of 
Rizal, even Masonry (the only organization to declare the retraction a fake) 
protested in outrage against the book’s demolition job on their greatest 
exemplar’s character and prime teachings? 


Why hasn’t anyone from academia or outside defended him as being, on the 
contrary, a principled church-and-theocracy-killed man of science? Why the 
continuing respectful silence over so profound a vilification of probably the 
greatest Indian of them all who ever lived ? 


The social critic Manuel Almario’s sent this to our Internet group on May 3 
last year citing the role here of the disciples “of the Church in academe and 
society [who] continue to distort and emasculate his teachings ...” But I 
would add Rizal’s “the lamentable indolence predisposition” in which he 
included apathy towards hard serious reading and thought. Catholicism’s 
teachings on Rizal’s alleged retraction of beliefs, works, and other related 
errors remains a powerful influence. This extends to the respect given the 
Church, its priests and faithful so as avoid offending their sensitivities over 


the matter. Hence these historians, biographers, teachers and other opinion 
makers have rather specialized and cultivated ‘safe’ areas of his teachings 
and life’s lighter events (such as his romances, fantasized link to Hitler, 
etc.). A relatively safe area has been the over-cultivation of his imagined 
apostleship of anti-colonial nationalism and revolution by nationalistic 
Catholics and their retraction-respecting colleagues. Distortions have come 
in through this route as when he is wrongly or dishonestly said to have been 
a pro-independence separatist or rebel against Spain. It only looked as if he 
fought it. His beef against it merely dwelled on preparations, timing, other 
tactical considerations against his alleged chief enemy, Spain, which killed 
him for that. This still reigning retraction-respecting nationalistic paradigm 
naturally covered over the real historical Rizal’s core-identity as a church- 
and-theocracy martyred scientific freethinker of individual rights for radical 
self-transformation under church-state separation. That in a nutshell is what 
I expound in this paradigm-replacing critique rising from the ashes of the 
retraction’s total destruction. Much new thinking rises from its ashes. In 
view of this one can now say that the long-nursed obsession to obtain 
Rizal’s retraction by means fair or foul at his most vulnerable moments led 
to its foul forging called for by Plan B. All the more does the latter show, in 
turn, the dominant role of religious motives in his death-dealing frame-up 
as an accused rebel. And in his immediate execution to seal his lips forever. 


MORE BACKGROUND 


No serious detailed review until now to my knowledge has yet disputed the 
Opus Dei book’s recently renewed cover-up of the real historical Rizal and 
his prime teachings. Conspicuous by its absence are authoritative and 
critical reviews from historians and the academic community contesting its 
demolition job on Rizal’s character. On the contrary the reviews I’ve read 
that appeared in Philippine media have been positive, or respectful at the 
very least of the book’s belief in the retraction. Respectful and silent were 
they over the book’s “sham-freethinker thesis”. De Pedro passionately 
pleaded for greater acceptance of his iconic subject’s last thoughts and 
testament spelled out in the latter’s recantation of previously held beliefs 
and errors. If serious readers privately disagreed with the learned De 
Pedro’s findings rooted in Catholicism’s teachings about the hero’s piously 
submissive return to faith on December 29-30, 1896, they raised no publicly 


reasoned objections. Not one from his Southeast Asian races and peoples, 
Filipinos included, for whom he is supposedly their Pride of the Malayan 
Race defended and vindicated him against the mentioned book’s vilifying 
misrepresentations. What can you say from that, dear readers; does this 
indifference relate to an inability to transform into a First World people in 
scientific mentality, civility and wealth? 


Whether he did retract or not does not really matter to the appreciation and 
assessment of his greatness, character, significance, or teachings—so 
defends an emerging big school of respecters of the Church’s document. 
Nearly all research, writings and teachings have been expressly or subtly 
redirected and slanted accordingly. Many from the public and academia, 
from members of the hero’s so-called Knights, Ladies, Youths, even from 
the hero’s most accomplished family descendants have promoted the latter 
obviously wrong stance about “it” not mattering either way. For, it has in 
practice diverted attention, concerns and research in Rizal-related studies 
away from final resolution of the destructive retraction issue to the 
religiously safe area of this chief Philippine hero’s supposedly endless 
contributions to Asian and Philippine anti-West nationalism. Highly 
nationalistic “retractionists” or respecters of “it” thus went on over- 
cultivating and elaborating in Rizalian nationalistic studies and neglecting 
Rizal’s prime concerns and distorting his own brand of nonviolent humanist 
nationalism. As allegedly a pro-independence nationalist the hero 
supposedly regarded Spain as his chief enemy, not the comparative cancers 
and dysfunctions of character he urged individuals of his race and peoples 
to address or else suffer permanent trapping in the “Fourth and Third 
Worlds”. From here it became easy and popular to blame Spain (and 
America later) for those dysfunctions and deficits of character, institutions 
and culture. The patriotic scientific humanist who did not retract would 
reply to this: “Take individual responsibility for your deficits that block 
revolutionizing transformations towards mentality-and-civility parity with 
the bar-raising First World.” 


For Dr. De Pedro the famous alleged retraction is proven fact of history, if 
only because its paper, ink and handwriting together does look real. He 
gives no conclusive experts’ consensus on its total handwriting’s 
authenticity. He relies unduly on his side’s favorite Catholic analyst, 


forsaking all others who disagree. He relies as well on misreadings and 
misleading half-truths to buttress his claim of authenticity. In my retraction- 
replacing paradigm of Rizal as the church-and-theocracy-killed scientific 
humanist (for basic rights and self-transformation first) I disprove the 
recantation’s authenticity, it resting on top of similar successes by others in 
what could be called virtual mountain by now of conclusive anti-retraction 
evidence. The still-reigning nationalistic retraction-believers will laugh me 
out of court right away for saying this. Yet, how could I in good conscience 
say the things I’ve been saying here in this paradigm-replacing work 
without previously having done a disproof (updated here) of the alleged 
retraction? De Pedro holds two earned doctorate degrees and should be 
thoroughly versed in scholarly and scientific methods of research and 
problem-solving, yet he puts it all in the ultimate service of Catholic 
theology (as Catholic scientist Galileo did ultimately). His painstakingly 
researched major work took some two decades to research, write, publish 
from start to finish, a worthy sequel to Vincentian priest-scholar Jesus 
Maria Cavanna’s monumental efforts of the 1950’s and 1980’s on behalf of 
the Church. My own excavations and examination of roughly the same 
voluminous evidence De Pedro examined, plus more that he overlooked or 
skipped, point unerringly to a bone-deep scientific humanist, a champion of 
individual freedoms, ideally under church-state separation. And elsewhere 
in this book-critique I delved into how he rapidly evolved from age 21 on, 
in liberal Madrid, out of Catholicism into the times’ anti-Catholic humanist 
Masonry. De Pedro himself described as “total war against the religious 
establishment” the hero’s first historico-cultural novel. By its finishing date 
at age 25 he had become fully Voltairean. Fully inspired by Voltairean and 
Darwinian thought, Rousseau to some extent, and his readings in Real Jesus 
Studies, his relentless jeremiads and diatribes against the Church in all its 
aspects in satires and essays showed him to be a fully Catholicism-hating 
Voltairean. He thus could no longer think of himself as a Catholic but a 
classical freethinker. 


Not one distinctly specific Catholic doctrine or dogma remained intact, 
including in regard to the Catholic concept of God and salvation through 
faith. This was how he was viewed too at the time by the friar orders and 
the Jesuit, who by historical accident escaped lumping by Filipinos into the 
same pot with the so-called friars. However, his most hated enemy and 


main concern was (in today’s language) his own Fourth and Third World 
peoples’ anti-scientific amoral mentality or mindset (seen from the 
Enlightenment’s ideals). This extended to what he called “the lamentable 
indolent predisposition”, both in matters physical and intellectual. There 
was no Machiavellian pretending about his writing in the manner of a fully 
Voltairean and anti-Catholic freethinker. Although the textbooks don’t say 
that he primarily fought the Church and its theocratic churchmen and 
followers, most of his writings did that. He blamed their foreign religion for 
his peoples’ deeper into superstitious religiosities and stunting, which his 
writings called brutalization. The Church, its priesthood, other religious and 
their lay disciples fought back savagely against him and his church- 
condemned Masonic scientific humanism. The former Jesuit Superior 
Pastells in his notorious 1897 ‘Rizal y su obra’ admitted they all hounded 
him out of the country in 1888. He implied that much to Rizal himself in his 
1892-93 letters in bitter accusations that his former student had “suffered 
the great fall from the Catholic Religion and the Spanish Nation and hoisted 
the flag of subversion [with fellow Masons]...” De Pedro’s book can be 
regarded sequel o and update of many previous Jesuit efforts at bearing 
false witness to the image they often called miraculous of a piously 
retracting Rizal. I'll flesh out this sketched background above as we get 
deeper into this cover-up-exposing critique. 


Imperfect Partners 


To his credit, De Pedro dared to go against the grain and displease the 
reigning retraction-respecting nationalists who promote the image of a pro- 
independence Rizal actually supporting the 1896 rebellion. By now let us 
fully admit the evidence proving the chief Philippine hero’s principled 
opposition to it, he advised. De Pedro does not fit perfectly into the reigning 
nationalistic retraction-respecting school of thought that distorts Rizal into a 
nationalist zealot. For God’s sake, he says in effect, enough already of this 
ideological nonsense and take him at his own torrent of words and deeds 
condemning the rebellion of 1896. Let us admit that not all retractionists or 
retraction-respecters take the partisan nationalistic view of the hero as 
participant and supporter of that violent revolution, though in his own 
nonviolent patriotic reformist terms he was as much a revolutionary as 
anyone else, if not more so. De Pedro is the rare exception to the general 


rule. My point is that nearly all Philippine pro-rebellion nationalists, who 
count Rizal as one of them have been Catholic believers or respecters of the 
Church’s retraction claim, with just the fewest exceptions. Because he 
seems to have been born, raised and educated in Spain, De Pedro did not 
bend over backward to misrepresent the chief Philippine hero’s nonviolent 
nationalism. For all that, Opus Dei priest-scholar De Pedro remains a 
champion of the still reigning retraction-respecting paradigm, whether tied 
to the zealous nationalist view or not. I still lump him overall with the still 
reigning school of thought because he attributes his iconic subject’s death as 
a framed violent rebel not to the religiously avenging churchmen and their 
disciples but to Spain itself for political reasons. He shares more important 
similarities than differences with bearers of the still reigning retraction- 
respecting nationalistic paradigm. Consign then his Opus Dei book not to 
the flames, but under the reigning false paradigm’s umbrella. 


I might as well go a bit more ahead of our amazing story most of which has 
never been told before. Filipinos generally don’t have the foggiest idea, as a 
friend noted online recently, nor seem to care knowing about this, but there 
has actually been all along a firmly growing virtual mountain of conclusive 
anti-retraction evidence. Don’t laugh that claim out of court, please, or 
shout me down until you give it a fair hearing. It is described in the next 
chapter. I Only faith-influenced Filipinos and Spaniards and other Catholics 
still looking at Rizal through their faith’s glasses and mindsets cannot see it 
right in front of their faces, so to say. De Pedro was no exception, no matter 
how learned he is with two doctorate degrees in tow. So typically biased by 
faith and ideology is Opus Dei priest-scholar De Pedro that he did not go 
into his iconic subject’s most explosive anti-Catholic works as evidences of 
his having fully evolved into bone-deep Masonic scientific humanism. The 
latter fully consumed him as it did Voltaire. As it did Darwin. In fact, as 
shown elsewhere in this book-critique, his commitment to skeptical 
scientific method went deeper than even in the case of modern science’s 
cofounder, the Catholic scientist Galileo. Like Voltaire and Darwin, Rizal 
should be considered similarly immune unto death to Hellfire-backed calls 
to return to the old faith. This belies Dr. De Pedro’s “sham-freethinker 
thesis”, and also the famous Miguel de Unamuno’s similar claim of a 
century earlier. 


De Pedro, however, is to be thanked for providing us readers with the 
Spanish Enlightenment background of the 19" century. You cannot have a 
full or good understanding of our subject’s mature life, works, mission 
without that necessary background. In that intellectual and socio-cultural 
background was he accepted by progress-minded Spanish liberals as a 
fellow Spanish citizen who shared the same hatred of theocratic organized 
faith in curtailing basic individual freedoms and scientifically oriented self- 
transformations. His findings on his iconic subject’s intellectual and moral 
conversion to rationalism at age 22, if half-baked, can’t be understood 
without knowledge of its liberal and Masonic Spanish background, a point 
stressed by other historians like the earlier-quoted Milagros C. Guerrero. 
Incidentally in view of all this Rizal qualifies as an individual-rights hero of 
Spain too. Think about it. 


And you decide too, readers, if Rizal’s Masonic rationalism did really 
penetrate through to the bones from philosophic and scientific studies, and 
readings in Christian-origins. Or, as Dr. De Pedro found from his research: 
No, it did not. Sudden emotional passions for revenge and reforms drove 
that incomplete transformation. Interestingly, his dating of when the hero 
became a freethinker predates Catholic nationalist retractionist Leon Maria 
Guerrero’s dating of that same event. It’s in the latter’s very influential 
state-sponsored textbook on the hero. Note how, in effect, government 
institutions have been conspicuously helping on the side of the 
‘retractionists’ and nationalists. Guerrero’s most influential book dates 
Rizal’s conversion to rationalism by as much as a-year-and-a-half later than 
De Pedro’s. This search for when Rizal turned into a freethinker, and why 
he did so, and into what kind of free-thinking rationalism encouraged me to 
make the same search. I found clues for a still earlier date than De Pedro’s, 
when the hero was still 21, and not yet 22! That’s also when he in Madrid 
formally joined Church-condemned and free-thinking Freemasonry. At 25, 
upon finishing his first novel, he had turned into a full Voltairean 
freethinker, fully anti-Catholic by virtue of that, but ever maturing that way 
and fully developing so through continuing studies, writings, reflections, 
associations with others in learned societies. 


He radically transformed himself to become the unique Indio embodiment 
and champion of Spain’s belated Enlightenment awakening of the 19" 


century, its Philippine “Morayta and Pi y Margall”. These church- 
condemned free-thinking Masons played big roles in his nonviolent 
revolutionary conversion to Masonic scientific humanism’s stress on 
individual perfectibility under a regime of individual freedoms and church- 
state separation. I think then, curious readers, that I’ve given you a good 
advance preview of my entire unfinished “two-stage” book described in the 
preface and the Table of Contents. This rushed advance version of the first 
three most important chapters may be considered still in need of general 
editing, copyediting, proofreading and other assistance in the hostile 
backdrop of a still superstitiously religious culture that does not care if this 
work, in whatever shape, saw light of day. One is forced to say, politically 
incorrectly, that it must be a tragic people who in the 21° century still show 
no real or strong interest in vindicating their race and peoples’ noblest great 
son from his otherwise character-assassinating retraction. 


Letter to Catholic Educators on its Duty of Repair: 


Stop teaching your students that their top heroic icon remained a Catholic 
somehow; he only fought abuses of Spanish priests, not their core 
Catholicism that nurtured and empowered them. In fact, as a bone-deep 
Masonic scientific freethinker, he relentlessly attacked both as an 
intertwined whole. Stop dressing up your boys, as you did a nephew years 
ago, in representation of Rizal at death, with the Virgin Mother of God’s 
medal on his chest, Her Scapular around his neck, and Her Rosary in hand, 
as Jesuit witnesses to his alleged retraction told. Develop their minds 
instead to critically investigate for themselves whether that was so, since 
surely it would have caused a sensation and reporters and other witnesses 
would have reported, photographed, and sketched it. As a parent who 
shared in educating an offspring all the way to Harvard, I’d like to share 
with you related thoughts on education’s prime goal which worked for us 
both. And as it relates of course to this paradigm-replacing critique of Dr. 
De Pedro’s Opus-Dei sponsored book on Rizal. For myself, I can say his 
preached and lived kind of transformative education got me into Stanford- 
Berkeley, even if barely as a conditionally accepted graduate student with 
big deficits in math, science and English proficiency. Instilling in students 
of independently critical learning habits for life should likewise be your 
schools’ prime goal. But I did not get that at all as a youth in your religious 


schools, more interested in propagation and defense of the faith than 
anything else, as it also is in Islamic schools of other lands. Precious years 
and resources were lost which could have been devoted to studying much 
more of those just-mentioned subjects, plus history and philosophy. Thanks 
to a few inquiring readers I met outside of high school and a few good 
books I stumbled upon I managed to pick up a bit of education’s prime self- 
transforming goals. How right Rizal was in his rationalist letter-essay to 
Philippine women—and their men impliedly—to ever study on one’s own, to 
be ever on guard for error, delusions and deceit that lie practically 
everywhere, in centers of learning themselves. He urged, pass everything 
including this through reason’s sieve. Looking back nostalgically, I say how 
wise was that letter-essay of his, which the Opus Dei book under review 
here expectedly ridiculed. 


Have you ever wondered why your students’ scores in international 
comparisons in math, science, reading comprehension, critical writing have 
been normally down at the bottom of the proverbial barrel? The same goes 
for English skills, considering that it is our history-imposed language of 
advanced learning, thought, communications, and social climbing in the 
world, as Spanish was in Rizal’s times. Dr. Magno’s end-of-March 2010 
column on our very substandard education system compared it to the bar- 
raising First World’s “South Koreans who are now topping every global test 
there is”. Dr. Poblador a month later in his column re-echoed the same 
observation: “basic education has degenerated through the years into ... 
totally dysfunctional and maladaptive”. Have Catholic educators been a 
big part of the problem in keeping a people still generally ignorant and 
mired in superstitious faiths, as Rizal exposed and deplored in his times? 
Consider as just one indication of terrible teaching on your part: your very 
big role in the continuing cover-up of the real historical Rizal. You have 
been hiding from your students and the public his core-identity as a church- 
and-theocracy martyred scientific humanist of individual freedoms in a 
regime of church-state separation. Don’t keep covering this up by blaming 
his death mainly if not exclusively on Spain, his alleged chief enemy which 
killed him as a political revolutionist. All this rampant misinterpretations to 
suit your retraction-influenced nationalistic paradigm. Before going further, 
why don‘ you stop reading this and consult Dr. Frank Laubach’s 1936 
classic book on his arrests, trial, death, priestly manipulations behind the 


scenes and see its overall agreement with my findings and claims, except 
that I’Il be building up the case much farther with more evidence. Don’t say 
it’s out of print. Google it, lazy bones!, if I may use the expression. 


To this day I haven't met any of your students and graduates (many of whom 
are family related) with any knowledge of the real historical Rizal. 
Particularly as described in this paradigm-replacing critique of Dr. De 
Pedro’s Opus Dei book. Nor have I met anyone curious or caring enough to 
read his main works from an objective nonsectarian and non-ideological 
viewpoint. Do you ever ask yourselves, or your students, questions like: 
Which group hounded and demonized him the most ?; Which framed and 
ultimately killed him, and why?; Why do some critics claim that the alleged 
retraction of beliefs and other errors assassinates Rizal’s principled sterling 
character?; Why do I say it is also a demolition job on his “Constancy 
Swan Song”? As a true death poem. And the fact of its finishing on 
December 30, 1896 and its defiantly secret delivery, twice. I bet you never 
knew this before about our own subject who happens to be our country’s 
greatest world-heroic son (not “Pacman” as most impliedly seem to think). 
How sad that his true last hours, so full of drama like the last hours of 
Socrates, even of Jesus as traditionally understood from the Gospels for 
that matter, has yet to be understood properly from all the available 
evidence—and staged or filmed. And here as in Catholicism’s role in the 
Holocaust, you also do have an unfulfilled duty of repair, to borrow an apt 
phrase. 


This has got me thinking: So deeply unknown, so falsely venerated, so 
indolently unread is Rizal that it is as if he had never lived at all! Not even 
nearly fifty years of American imperial endorsement of him as its hero too 
succeeded in arousing avid general interest in reading his writings. A real 
Philippine tragedy in other words, not just a great shame but costly for 
affecting our Third World peoples’ abilities in closing the achievement gap 
with those of the bar-raising First World. I figured: he must have turned 
into chief nationalistic hero confusedly through a major series of accidental 
events. The more I thought about this the more defensible the idea became, 
though a detailed explanation remains for others to pursue. Remember the 
deceitful use of his name by the 1890s rebel junta for recruitment and 
waging war? Remember the theocracy’s revelatory suppression of his 


powerful anti-rebellion letter and other innocence-declaring evidence? His 
conviction and execution as an accused nationalist zealot helped too. Even 
the announcement of his conversion back to Catholicsm endeared him to 
venerating masses who wanted a hero like themselves. Then came 
conquering Americans at the end of the century and their totally unexpected 
discovery of Spain’s rare Indio man of science and patriotic nonviolent 
humanism. He must have reminded them of their own Enlightenment- 
inspired founding fathers. They co-sponsored his quick rise to number one 
hero of the new conquered nation. They were encouraged by Rizal’s 
writings to prepare it for eventual independence. Add to this rich brew of 
confusions and accidental events his anti-Spanish fame -by the retraction- 
respecting ideological nationalists. All these things conspired to set him up 
indeed for “Veneration Without Understanding”. The highly nationalistic 
historian Constantino got it right at least in loudly stating that Rizal firmly 
fought the pro-independence rebellion of 1896 (though the former, like most 
others, couldn't fathom Rizal’s deep nonviolent reasons for it). You may 
subscribe to his key points that Rizal doesn’t deserve veneration as father of 
the 1896 revolution and the nation-state that over time developed from it. 
But for truth’s sake, don’t misrepresent his true nonviolent teachings, which 
harped on self-transformations first, by embarrassingly inventing excuses 
that he didn’t really mean to oppose but differed only with the rebel junta in 
respect to tactics, timing, preparations, etc. Behind the scenes, he had been 
planning violent revolution with brother Paciano, as enriched by a stint in 
Cuba. Really you don’t have to like the real historical Rizal and his prime 
teachings, but as objective students of history let us not be dishonest in 
representing him as anti-Spanish nationalist zealot, or statist protectionist 
for that matter, like ourselves. 


Isn't it time we resolved these Rizal-related issues? Was Bonifacio and his 
top rebels right in falsely using Rizal behind his back to recruit and wage 
war against Spain, even when they later learned of his firm objections ? 
Should we seriously consider Elizabeth Medina’s defense of the hero, as 
shared by M. Hamada and others? The former reminded our Internet group 
last year: “Liberated slaves will turn into even more corrupt [inept] 
masters ...Our history proved Rizal right.” Under my cover-up exposing 
critique’s paradigm breaking and replacing of the retraction-respecting 
teachings these issues fully clear up, and full veneration with understanding 


of Rizal as a world hero of human dignity can be rendered without any 
reservations. Cleared up by it as well is the related all-important question 
of why until this late time in the 21 st century hasn't the rational scientific 
revolution this hero called for most of all among his Fourth and Third 
World peoples happened? In a wide and deep enough extent for entry into 
First World. Isn’t Rizal, after all, an accidentally imposed chief hero of a 
people still very unlike him? Explore these ‘dynamite’ questions—inspired 
by this critique’s new paradigm—with your otherwise bored students and 
see them and learning come to life! Between you and me you can tell them 
that broadly speaking we can still regard Rizal as Father of the Philippine 
Independence Movement, but whose highly impatient armed revolutionary 
wing was founded by his nemesis, Andres Bonifacio. The former woke up 
minds through his tireless pioneering efforts at consciousness-raising, with 
reminders of their superstitious religiosities being mentality-damaging 
roadblocks to emancipating progress. His writings encouraged dreams of 
forming a united highly civilized nation of Filipinos made ready by radical 
transformations of selves, institutions, culture. And here I suggest we take 
off for a day or two before continuing to get more deeply into this open 
letter. Come back from your break, please, if only for our shared subject’s 
sake, for tons more of substance that needs to be known and shared. 


Over the decades I’d grown increasingly cynical that Filipinos would ever 
give their falsely venerated chief hero the hard work of sustained serious 
reading of his amazing life and works. Not just the novels but the essays 
and letters. Dr. De Pedro’s recent Opus Dei-sponsored book, with its 
renewal of the Church’s cover-up of the real historical Rizal and his prime 
mission, stirred in me the old outrage at the nonstop belittling 
misrepresentations of this church-and-theocracy killed champion of 
individual rights (for self-transformation). It stirred me to try one more time 
in joining voices with the marginalized few like Margarita Hamada, one 
who calls himself Dr. Jose P. Rizal II in the Internet, and the few others who 
take a radically different evidence-based perspective on our iconic hero. It 
bears repeating that his true nature has been successfully covered over by 
the retraction-respecting over-nationalistic perspectives of nearly all the 
textbooks, biographies, and articles on him. Even the mid-1950s Rizal law 
mandating schools to teach his two famous novels most especially 
promoted this false paradigm? For, it stayed away respectfully from the 


inescapable retraction issue, and it falsely singled out nationalistic 
patriotism as the highest Rizalian value to be learned from his novels and 
life. By paying such respect towards the Church’s retraction claims, the law 
implied that the issue didn’t matter anyway, either way, to appreciations of 
the hero’s greatness, significance, and outstanding personal qualities. On 
the contrary, as I show here, it does matter, immensely in fact. And, did you 
ever stop to rethink whether nationalistic patriotism should rightfully trump 
Rizal’s message of individual freedoms and self-transformation first 
through lifelong serious studies? And which formed the base of what Rizal 
meant by ‘dignification of the race’. Should nationalistic patriotism trump 
the value of disciplined civic-mindedness? Of honest facing and pursuit of 
truth wherever it leads? Didn’t Rizal in fact view nationalistic patriotism an 
antiquated sickness in his Enlightenment-based ideal of a future 
scientifically and morally perfected humanity? 


As our country’s educators, historians, and opinion-makers you bear 
responsibility to keep abreast of the latest research findings in your field. 
Read then this charge I, and a few like-minded others, throw at you named 
ones who cover up your iconic subject in false overcoat under I’ve been 
calling nationalistic retraction-respecting paradigm. Read and re-read the 
evidence here presented, to ponder as never before. You have a duty, you 
know, to replace what you teach with the historically true one of Rizal, this 
unique man of science from the Fourth and Third Worlds, whom church- 
and-theocracy killed for championing individual rights towards self- 
transformation (and responsibility-taking) first. Mankind’s best humanities- 
and-science-oriented teachers, of which Rizal was one, will tell you that 
transforming education’s aim is not indoctrinating youth with dogmas but 
instilling a lifelong hunger for learning important truths, and unlearning 
errors along the way. You could say that nonviolent revolutionizing of the 
self (as he had done for himself) consumed him more than plotting violent 
pro-independence revolution (from which he actually recoiled). From 
growing up in your schools I know you don‘ see it that way. At the state 
university I got indoctrinated about Rizal under what I now call the 
reigning nationalistic retraction-respecting paradigm, although we did very 
little reading. Very late in life I stumbled on Rizal’s riveting essays and 
satires, and read them for the first time, some over and over again to the 
point that in the mid-1990s I made, to my knowledge, the first intentionally 


literalist translation of what U.S. Senator George Hoar in January 1900 
before his fellow legislators called Rizal’s Death Song. For, I found it too 
freely and misleadingly translated. Not one translator knew fully its context 
of being secretly finished and safely delivered to the world twice (in 
keepsakes and shoes) by Rizal himself at death. Did you know that? That 
put smiles on his face during his death walk, you know! 


Dr. De Pedro’s seemingly authoritative and widely promoted book tried to 
prove that our iconic subject can be shown to have been a darkly 
intentioned ‘sham-freethinker’! For, in his core of cores he retained some 
absolute essentials of Catholic faith. Thus he only pretended to be a 
Catholicism-hating full Voltairean. Historicity of the Church’s retraction 
claim is that thesis’s underlying influencing premise. Did you know the 
famous Miguel de Unamuno thought likewise more than a century ago? 
“How else explain Rizal piously retracting in a full burst of faith?”, 
Unamuno concluded. Rizal must have managed to become at most half-a- 
freethinker. Some essential Catholic beliefs must have remained intact deep 
inside his romantic poetic soul, Unamuno further thought. This great man of 
Spanish literature and philosophy erred totally here. From my own more 
considerable research I found that not a single distinctively specific 
Catholic dogma remained intact in Rizal’s bone-deep scientific humanist 
core: from his own continuing scientifically oriented studies, including that 
of the real historical Jesus. But, will you named ones even read the evidence 
offered in this work to find out who has been more honest and truthful in 
the quest for the real historical Rizal? If you should adopt in class or 
recommend Dr. De Pedro’s Opus-Dei supported book, you should also 
consider this book-length critique of it, in fairness to our subject. You must 
know that you are not under vows of silence about these very sensitive 
matters. 


How would you like it if that famous Opus Dei-exploiting Dan Brown of 
“The Da Vinci Code” were to claim having dug up from archaeological 
excavations a letter of retraction from Jesus recanting faith in himself as the 
Jewish messianic claimant, in favor of his real brother, James the Just? As 
Catholics you would rightly bristle with outrage, as you did when he 
portrayed Jesus as being married to Mary Magdalene. Or when he abused 
Opus Dei by making his book’s albino killer a pious adherent of it like Dr. 


De Pedro. Well, many Rizal admirers worldwide (mainly foreigners I find) 
are outraged by Catholicism’s claims about their idol’s alleged retraction of 
his Church-condemned Masonic and scientific humanist beliefs, works, 
deeds. You would be right to demand from such a staggeringly 
extraordinary claim corresponding amounts of extraordinary evidence. But 
did you make such a reason-based demand? Most ‘anti-retracionists’ I 
know have taken serious looks at the Church-promoted evidence for Rizal’s 
retraction. Is it too much to likewise ask Catholic endorsers and respecters 
of that alleged five-sentence retraction to examine it phrase by phrase and 
line-by-line, as I do in the next chapter? Is it too much to ask you to look 
into what my earlier claim of an ever-growing virtual mountain of 
conclusive anti-retraction evidence? What, you’ve never heard of it? I reply 
bitterly: “No wonder that Philippine education, when internationally tested 
and compared against the bar-raising advanced First World’s, yields 
indicators of being trapped in the Fourth and Third Worlds, as it 
comparatively was in Rizal’s times.” 


You must realize by now from this consciousness-raiser how all-important is 
one’s stance on the retraction: in writing any original or major work on our 
iconic subject. Be it a profitable textbook or movie, a biography or play. 
Even our religiously safe obsessions with the hero’s zealous nationalism 
and romances are consciously or unconsciously influenced by our stance on 
the alleged retraction. Although I praise Dr. De Pedro’s book for accepting 
the evidence on its subject’s principled opposition to the pro-independence 
uprising of 1896, I still lump him overall with those writing under the spell 
of the reigning retraction-respecting nationalistic paradigm. Not just for 
championing the retraction but for his book’s promotion of the reigning 
paradigm’s wrong teaching that Spain itself killed Rizal as an accused 
rebel. Like them, he does not probe deep underneath that legal formality to 
see, as Retana did, for the decisive role of church-and-theocracy and their 
puppets in his arrest, trial and death. I expand on that view here, noting 
that one more indicator of the strong religious motive in his death was the 
long-nursed obsession to finally obtain his retraction, by means fair or foul. 
Opportunities for this abounded at his most vulnerable last hours in the 
throes of death. Hence the most informed fanatical absolutists clamored for 
his trial unto death and none of these priests asked for mercy when death 


was meted out. More on this later, but maybe we should stop here for 
another break to reflect further on these very weighty matters. 


Those students and graduates of yours I’ve met have told me about your 
classrooms’ over-cultivated nationalistic Rizal. Thus his main enemy, 
colonial Spain, naturally killed him as a separatist rebel for political 
nationalistic reasons and the like. If you look beneath the legalities of his 
death in its full religious context since 1887 he died for actually principally 
attacking Catholicism and its theocracy (a brain-and- progress-stunting). 
He regarded that as his main enemy, though equally did he hate his 
peoples’ benightedness (all blocking entry into the First World). Spain’s 
maladministration, its injustices and ineptness he attacked. But a critical 
admirer of enduring civilizing Spain itself he remained, encouraged too by 
its agonizing efforts at modern liberal reforms. He hated most as a so- 
called cancer his Fourth-and-Third-World peoples’ dysfunctional mentality 
in a damaged culture blocking achievement parity with the First World. Dr. 
Paz P. Mendez observed of the two Rizal novels in her great 1970s book 
that it was ethnographically and anthropologically accurate. And that Rizal 
ultimately put the main responsibility for their comparative backwardness 
on individual Filipinos’ deficits and faults, which by far exceeded their 
assets and virtues. Not just the novels but the other writings, in gave 
priority to the need for radical self-improvement and responsibility-taking 
before anything else. 


How ironic that you as society’s supposedly objectively truth-seeking and 
honest teachers and historians should turn out to be what this research- 
based work of mine calls faith-inspired cultural ‘eliminationists’ of the real 
historical Rizal: his true scientific humanist nature and prime mission that 
led to his death ultimately at the hands of the times’ theocratic church. You 
continue to do this with your propagation of the various retraction- 
influenced views about him like the highly nationalistic one that Spain, his 
alleged main enemy, killed him for pro-independence sedition. Religiously 
safe, isn’t it, this over-cultivation of his nationalism even in directions he 
did not intend. He never called for violent separatism. Nor would he inspire 
such a rising in 1896. Not even in the second novel’s treatment of rebellion. 
His loyal-to-Spain nationalism sought to transcend the evils of ethnic, 
regional and tribal conflicts; the absence of disciplined civic consciousness; 


racial discrimination against natives by Spaniards. Nor did he like a partisan 
nationalist blame the prime cancer of character-ills mainly on Spain. Nor 
mainly on the church, though the latter and its theocracy compounded the 
ills. Remember his famous “our ills let us not blame others for it” speech? 
No, don’t believe what your fellow Catholic nationalists popularized in 
their old books that Filipinos seemed rationally incapable of cold reality- 
facing discussions of Rizal’s alleged retraction. So, just let it be and stop 
raking its the fires of verbal combats. In other words, just leave the touchy 
issue alone, let’s just respect each other’s beliefs about that specific Rizalian 
matter. It didn’t matter anyway to the assessment an appreciation of his 
heroism, his excellence, his works, greatness and significance. What reality- 
evading and dishonest baloney that has been in practice. In regard to “the 
Adios” alone, the nationalistic retractionists De Veyra, Guerrero, Joaquin, 
and others, with some Rizal descendants going along, were falsely led to 
antedate its finishing. And accordingly, to invent on flimsy evidence its 
mode of delivery to the world in order to make the Retraction as Rizal’s 
True Swan Song. 


From being a former Catholic I know that the deeper studies and dedicated 
detective research I urge you to do on these matters fall outside official 
Catholicism’s list of absolutely binding infallible dogmas. This area of 
studies is not like the forbidden uncontrolled search for the real historical 
Jesus and Christian origins that has been heating up in the last two 
centuries, but just beginning to make inroads in the public’s mind. Going 
ahead of our subject, I might as well say that its basic findings on a purely 
Jewish messianic claimant later deified influenced Rizal’s full conversion 
towards free-thinking scientific rationalism. Catholics are free of such 
dogma-imposed prohibitions in regard to research on Rizal, even if they 
should agree with next chapter’s conclusive no-retraction findings. Unlike 
the original perpetrators of the retraction’s fabrication, you are not 
expected to be bound by vows of secrecy and silence. More and more 
Catholics of late, less respectful of organized religions in general, have 
been accepting the ever-mounting conclusive evidence on the forgery and of 
the retraction. They accept, no matter how reluctantly, the undeniable 
existence of what metaphorically I’ve called “the in-your-face virtual 
mountain of conclusive anti-retraction evidence.” It is further described 
and sampled for you in the next chapter, this itself being a condensed 


updated disproof of the retraction. You can curse him all you like, as some 
hispanofilipinos I’ve met still do, this fully Voltairean and Catholicism- 
hating martyr shining through to the top of this evidence-mountain. But no 
longer fight it, or repeat the popular reality-denying baloney of “It does not 
matter whether he retracted or not.” 


You can hate too his free-thinking scientific rationalism. The same goes for 
his gradualist humanistic patriotism focused on radical self-improvements 
first within a regime of individual freedoms and church-state separation, 
whether politically independent or not. Just don’t misrepresent or 
reinterpret away his true self and prime teachings. You can dislike him, as 
many ideological nationalists do, for his categorical opposition to ‘1896’, 
but don’t continue misrepresenting it as something else and that deep down 
he was really for armed revolution. Don’t explain away his December 1896 
anti-rebellion letter as a forgery either, as some I’ve debated online did, 
because that makes you look like a ridiculous extremist. I recall protesting 
online too at the time a retraction-endorsing nationalist Vice President 
Guingona’s claims that Rizal supported Bonifacio’s war against Spain. All 
this is just dishonest, not backed by the full evidence of his writings, 
testimonies and deeds. Read the informative late1980s book on this by 
Bonifacio Gillego and endorsed by the noted historian Agoncillo; let it put 
historic closure to this big retraction-affected issue of Philippine history. 
Our only concern as objective students of Rizal history should be the long- 
overdue uncovering of his real historical self. And what he firmly stood for, 
“constantly repeating,” as he cried in his death poem. As he contrasted yet 
again for the last time to “the faith of those who killed” him. By the way, 
you don't know, do you, Rizal actually fingered those who ultimately framed 
and killed him? The next chapter’s disproof of the retraction proves too the 
awesome principled character of his church-condemned convictions. And it 
makes his Constancy Swan Song’s claim that faith killed him all the more 
true. 


Please check me out in the next chapter regarding what you surely regard 
outrageous and conceited claims about conclusively disproving the alleged 
retraction. If you don‘, the Rizal-deplored “lamentable indolence 
predisposition” in its intellectual and ethical aspects applies to you. I am 
shocked at your continuing denials of the existence of this continuously 


growing virtual mountain of conclusive anti-retraction evidence right 
before your eyes. I attribute this to deception’s lurking influences 
everywhere, as Rizal warned at the end of his famous rationalist 
consciousness-raiser, the still hardly read letter-essay to Philippine women 
and their men. Those in sociopolitical studies may recognize which famous 
thinker wrote this often-quoted line: “The ideas of economists, political 
philosophers, both when they are right and when they are wrong, are more 
powerful than is commonly understood. Indeed, the world is ruled by little 
else.” If that’s true in academic, scholarly, and scientific matters, what 
more in the realms of faith and ideology. Your classrooms’ nationalism 
apostle, the Rizal who died like a Catholic saint in Jesuit histories and 
plays fused faith with nationalist ideology once more as the two did in 
Rizal’s times. It is like Christians turning Jesus into an apostle of Jewish 
nationalism against Rome, contrary to the tradition of the Paul-influenced 
Gospels. If Rizal was such a zealous apostle of Philippine nationalism, why 
did he fight “1896” in his writings and deeds. Why did he famously ‘bad- 
mouth’ patriotic nationalism in his ideal civilized world of the distant future 
made possible by science and individual freedoms everywhere ? Why did he 
preach radical self-transformation first, which he called redemption, before 
serious thought of all other grand aims? 


As a belated Asian champion of the Enlightenment’s scientific humanist 
ideals, Rizal considered Fourth and Third World Philippine culture’s 
biggest cancer—Margarita Hamada’s books called it character sores of 
immaturity its Spanish exploiters couldn't resist—its complex of nurtured 
dishonesties, dislike of hard serious reading and thinking; lack of 
disciplined civic-mindedness; a mindset over-dependent on ties to family 
and patronage; lazy love of quick fixes of faith and superstition while 
blaming others for one’s faults. Please prove to your presumably admired 
hero, to your own selves, to your students and their parents that none of this 
still applies to yourselves. Do not, then, give this open letter the same 
treatment given to Rizal’s consciousness-raiser of a letter-essay he wrote 
from London in 1889 to Philippine women (and their men): your lifted 
scornful eyebrow of disgust for contrary findings. The same treatment you 
gave my two late 1990s books, and those of other similar-minded scholars 
I'll keep citing in this work. Read the committed Catholic ex-priest James 
Carroll’s “Toward a New Catholic Church” and its call to discard the old 


traditional faith’s “culture of dishonesty in holy silence”? So much of what 
his books said, and those of Catholic historian Gary Wills, applies to our 
discussion here. 


As you reread this chapter, and the next one too, if only for your iconic 
subject’s sake, and as one must complex packages of deep thought, honestly 
ask your conscience one last deep-going question on the historic harm 
caused by your retraction-influenced over-nationalistic teachings about 
Rizal (including his alleged endorsement of state-led protectionism if you 
like). Ask about the extent by now contributed by your combined ideology to 
our permanent Third-World lot—or curse. For, as Newsweek reported on 
January 22, 2010, “The world [especially its bar-raising First] has passed 
the Philippines by, literally...” 


Thank you all, 


(Sgd.) Roberto M. Bernardo, author of Opus Dei Book’s Darkened Rizal 
& Why 


Opus Dei Book's Darkened Rizal & Why - Chapter 3 

Chapter 3 - "Crime-Scene Investigating” of Retraction-Influenced 
Paradigm's Planted Evidence - of Opus Dei Book's Darkened Rizal and 
Why 


Chapter 3 


A Disproof of Rizal’s Retraction (That Hides Him as a Faith-Killed 
Freethinker) 


Freethinker: a person who forms his opinions about 
God and religion using his own reason... 
—Webster’s New World Dictionary 

Cover-up’s Basis 


The “Crime-Scene-Investigating genre” of television and the movie got me 
thinking in the beginning to title this pivotal chapter of this paradigm- 
breaking work as “Crime-Scene Investigating of the Retraction- 
Influenced Paradigm’s Planted Evidence.” Its replacement above makes 
my meaning clearer, I hope. It gave the same message of the retraction 
issue’s importance. It really pays to face that issue head-on since what 
you’ll likely find and report in Rizal studies depends on your stance in 
regad to th matter. My disproof of the retraction accounts for why the real 
historical Rizal that emerges here from the retraction’s ruins is so radically 
different from the still reigning viewpoints about him. It cannot be evaded 
in writing and teaching about our iconic subject. Recall in the previous 
chapter how a scholar with two doctorates no less turned him into a kind of 
Machiavellian sham freethinker in his book. His faith-influenced belief in 
the retraction led to that. Just as it led the influential Jaime de Veyra before 
and after the Second World War to invent the myth (since enshrined in Fort 
Santiago) of the last poem’s smuggling from the death cell in early evening 
of December 29, 1896; thus reversing and demolishing its earliest status as 
the unretracting December 29-30 Death Poem. Nor can you evade the issue 
by staying neutral out of respect for Catholic sensitivities. Dr. Quibuyen did 
this in his major 1999 book and so all the more over-developed and over- 


stretched his hero into a Bonifacian rebel. Even the answer to “Who really 
killed him?” depends on one’s retraction stance. In view of this successful 
disproof, for instance, we can say all the more that as a bone-deep Masonic 
scientific freethinker, it was Taliban-type Catholicism of Spain in it 
Philippine colony that he challenged to the death as his main enemy. The 
latter’s obsessive pursuit of the retraction may be seen in the Archbishop’s 
leading the religious in praying and doing all, through the Jesuits too, that 
was necessary for it. Before that and behind the scenes they set things up to 
obtain it with his death, and to fake it as last resort. This account buttresses 
the death poem’s defiant lines on “the enslaving oppressors-executioner’s 
faith that killed.” Him, in this historic case. 


In fairness to Rizal’s retraction-blackened character, and for 21% century 
civility’s sake, we should give this disproof the scientifically oriented 
investigators’ benefit of the doubt. Suspend your disbelief in this chapter’s 
bold claim about a continuously rising virtual mountain o conclusive no- 
retraction evidence since earliest days of this controversy. It distills from 
findings of my ignored slim books of 1996 and 1998 respectively. Whether 
as a Catholic you like these findings or not should not matter to an objective 
understanding and evaluation of the issue. Just as if you’re a Bonifacian 
nationalist, you should still open your mind to the evidence that the 
Philippines’ top hero was not. It’s not true I, as a scientifically oriented non- 
Catholic, cannot emotionally and ideologically accept a Catholicism- 
returning Rizal. Why ever not?, had he done so in an openly and properly 
witnessed way in the bosom of close intimates and in his customary 
explaining letter style. Likewise in that spirit should you consider this 
disproof. It requires no need for foreign handwriting experts’ consensus. 
Only religious ideology blinds one from seeing this no-retraction mountain 
of evidence right in front of our faces, looming over us, so to say. 


Just because most of Rizal’s Southeast Asian race and peoples have 
effectively refused to see it doesn’t mean we have to continue venerating 
this leading Southeast Asian hero without understanding of his core- 
identity. You are free to take back later this decent benefit of the doubt if 
you sense its bestowal takes you nowhere. This way we all may yet at long 
last fully resolve this long-festering divisive issue about the Philippines’ 
greatest hero, the so-called Pride of the Malayan Race and greatest Indio or 


Indian the Spanish conquistadores ever encountered and educated fully in 
its best Catholic and secular institutions. Consider, then, the evidence 
presented here pointing to a continuously growing mountain of conclusive 
anti-retraction evidence since start of the 20" century to the first decade of 
the 21°. Pretend and challenge yourself into being a “CSI-type” digger of 
truth for the sake of discovering on your own a conclusive evidence-backed 
argument. Never mind if others had already discovered it on their own, like 
“Why did they still kill him?” I bet you would find others like that. And 
some can be entirely new ones, as I’ve been discovering and reporting since 
1996. All you need is a “CSI-type” researcher’s frame of mind. Most of the 
time I have merely buttressed, reformulated and built upon what other 
critics contributed early in the 20" century such as those by Hermenegildo 
Cruz in 1912 and 1913, Rizal’s own immediate family itself, and others 
early on. Yes, serious inquiring readers, in this way you can verify for 
yourself the existence of that continuously growing mountain of conclusive 
no-retraction evidence, by adding to it yourself independently of others, or 
by discovering an entirely new evidence-based argument. And this is 
independently of the need for an elusive and questionable consensus- 
finding from three-to-five of the world’s best sterling handwriting analysts. 
This is a key point I will argue throughout this condensed disproof .Owing 
to severe constraints on resources I cannot completely describe for you in 
this space all the evidence piled up on our cited mountain. But there is more 
than enough here to support that claim. 


One More Item and off we go 


Yes, it might pay to know that this is Asia’s closest counterpart of 17'- 
century Europe’s Galileo case! In this one Jesuits and Dominicans played 
key roles too. This 19" century Asian heresy case involved church- 
condemned books and ideas too, perceived to be most dangerously anti- 
Catholic, except the heretic involved is from the Fourth and Third Worlds, 
man of science and philosophy as well, half Galileo’s age when it occurred. 
Nagging remaining questions about the latter’s celebrated case were fully 
resolved by end of the 20" century. Not so in the case of Rizal, whose 
countrymen, including his so-called Knights, Ladies, Youth Leaders, and 
Descendants, have as a whole remained respectful to their Church’s side in 
this world-historic scandal. Put on then, if only for argument’s sake, a ‘CSI- 


type” investigative cap, so to say. Know that this is the same kind of 
thinking cap put on their heads by the so-called Real Jesus Studies scholars 
too. Some of these well-known names are those of James Tabor, Bart 
Ehrman, Robert Funk, Burton Mack, John Dominic Crossan, Barrie Wilson, 
etc. They are models of what I mean by researching ‘CSI-type’ detectives. 
That is what those scientifically oriented historians do in digging up 
evidence on the real historical Jesus and his actual prime teachings. Such 
studies include the conclusive proving of a phrase, line, paragraph, letter or 
other piece of evidence as a forgery, done independently of demands for 
further confirming consensus of the world’s best-regarded analysts of 
handwriting, and paper-and-ink associated with it. Similarly many dozens 
of Papal decrees, letters, bulls brilliantly forged around the ninth century 
known as the Pseudo-Isidorean Forgeries have been established to be so by 
scholars without the unnecessary requirement of certification by highly 
regarded penmanship analysts. In the case of Rizal’s relatively short five- 
sentence recantation, however, one often hears calls (unnecessary) for a 
consensus-finding by the world’s most esteemed penmanship analysts as a 
requirement for final historic resolution of the toxic divisive issue. In the 
field of pre-Spanish Philippine history, the forgery of the famous Code of 
Kalantiaw is by now an accepted fact among scholars, without unnecessary 
demands for further confirming consensus by the world’s best-regarded 
handwriting experts being made. 


A brief note on space and other resource constraints such as editing, proof- 
reading and footnoting limitations may be noted before getting deeper into 
this disproof. Unable to find any help from academia or outside, or support 
and enough interest for this Rizal-vindication project, I’ve resorted to 
condensing and keeping detailed notes from the large literature to a 
minimum. For all that, I’ve gone ahead to describe what should now be 
emerging before us: a continuously and cumulatively growing mountain of 
conclusive anti-retraction evidence, independently of the handwriting issue. 
Only the most conclusive evidence I’ve found and contributed to, 
particularly from my own two slim books published in 1996 and 1998, are 
included here. They, as well as the cited works of Dr. Manolo Vanio and 
Reynold Fajardo, more than amply disprove the alleged retraction: 
independently of the unrealistic defensive ploy and demands that three or 
five of the world’s best handwriting experts be commissioned to pronounce 


on the matter. This irrelevancy represents elusive vain hopes of obtaining a 
conclusive consensus on authenticity. A defensive dishonest ploy too I will 
argue. We’ll discuss these some more later. 


The 1935-discovered document’s sheer existence, upheld by some local 
handwriting examiners as authentic, points to its complete authenticity, its 
champions like Dr. Javier de Pedro claim. But only its publicized text 
existed at around Rizal’s death, and for decades. No matter how pressured 
the Church was to publicly show the alleged original supposedly done in 
the death cell, it couldn’t. The earliest anti-retractionists cited that as proof 
the cited original of the death cell never existed at all! And some local 
handwriting examiners found the 1935 document to be a forgery. Many of 
its contents and mechanics, the anti-retractionists claimed, are self- 
falsifying. We’Il take a closer look at this later. Too many of its earliest 
announcements involved telltale blunders of coordination and different 
versions screaming “Fraud!” Take the suspiciously anonymous 
announcement of what became canonical weeks later in Spain, rather than 
in its Philippine colony, its announcer identified decades later to have been 
the former Jesuit Superior Pastells himself, about which more later.. Then 
there is the clearly fundamentalist theocratic voice of the document’s 
designing maker resounding throughout the document and leaps out at the 
attentive reader. No way, Jose!, if one must shout so, and as further 
explained and documented as we get deeper into this disproof. 


I belabor here in resolving the handwriting sub-issue because early on, just 
after the Second World War, the highly nationalistic ‘retractionist’ Catholic, 
Leon Maria Guerrero, himself a lawyer, in his work which went on to 
become an all-time bestseller and promoted by Church and State through 
their schools and other instrumentalities, invented the popular legal myth 
that courts of law would find for authenticity of the retraction document. 
This cannot be, obviously, because of conflicting local findings on its 
penmanship’s authenticity and the strict requirements of the legal 
verification process. Handwriting analysis of relatively short documents 
remains an imperfect science pretty much like polygraph lie-detector tests. 
Soon the view developed from Guerrero’s baseless boast that consensus 
among the world’s best sterling handwriting analysts abroad should be 
obtained. Meanwhile, the Church’s document should continue to receive 


respect at the very least, in the absence of such a conclusive consensus 
finding on the authenticity of the 1935 document. That is like saying the 
Code of Kalantiaw should continue receiving respect in the absence of a 
consensus finding of forgery by the world’s best analysts of penmanship, 
paper & ink. Or, the famous alleged Letter of Jesus to Abgarus should be 
shown respect in the absence of a consensus finding of forgery by the 
world’s best handwriting analysts? In these examples, as with numerous 
others from history, a thorough internal and external analysis of the 
document in question has been held to be sufficient. But enough for now on 
that issue for resumption later. 


A Total Recanting 


Not just purely religious belief, or minimal doctrinal requirements, are 
covered by the document in question, contrary to what the public knows 
from its still reigning misrepresentations. It’s actually a document of total 
retraction. From internal examination of its contents, we can right away ask 
this forgery-revealing questions: could the highly principled Rizal freely 
write and sign a practically total five-sentence retraction of beliefs, works 
and deeds? And why, then, did they still kill him? Take a deep look at the 
shockingly wide-ranging unqualified wordings. It turns him into a Taliban- 
type fundamentalist no less. Just like the Jesuit Pastells and regular priests 
(friars) who religiously deluded themselves into thinking and accusing that 
this church-state separatist was also “a fierce revolutionist....scandalizer 
and corrupter of his people,” as the former wrote in 1897. The document’s 
fourth and fifth sentence implicitly makes Rizal admit this, and makes him 
publicly apologize and seek pardon for causing such harms. The earliest 
anti-retractionists raised weaker versions of these evidence-backed negative 
arguments. Reformulated in the context of the document’s practically total 
nature, their retraction-falsifying questions acquire much greater conclusive 
force. Read each sentence below, especially from the second to the fifth. 
Aside from being a return to the faith of one’s youth, its manifesto-like 
declarations covered whole books, essays and acts. It’s not confined to just 
minimal dogmas of pure faith, as the ‘retractionists’ have dishonestly 
claimed or implied. Probably for the first time in your lives, readers, please 
carefully read and re-read each of the mentioned document’s five sentences; 
do this before you right away hurl attacks or insults at your anti-retractionist 


adversary. Help reverse the indolently stupid practice of typically fighting 
over the issue and sub-issues without first doing hard reading of the 
document. Write down a copy of it all you would-be intellectual discussants 
and combatants, have it before your eyes so you don’t revert to the old ways 
of immaturely developed humans trading insults for nothing. 


Here then is a literalist translation of that document. Thus carefully laid out 
before you for examination it is no less than cumulatively “dynamite”! Let’s 
agree the first sentence refers to pure faith. But not From the second 
unqualified sentence to the fifth, for what it shockingly owns up, declares, 
implies galore. Note the manifesto-like formality entirely alien to Rizal’s 
personal explaining letter-style. If it were true, then its maker clearly 
surrendered his Enlightenment ideals. And all along he held no deep 
principled beliefs and convictions after all. His free-thinking Masonic 
scientific humanism did not go deep below beginner’s initial fascinations 
with its appealing socio-political uses. Precisely what Dr. De Pedro made 
much of in his book under review here. Precisely too what the world- 
famous Miguel de Unamuno, more than a century before, could not help 
concluding about the incompleteness of our iconic subject’s rationalism. Let 
us then read each phrase and line very attentively, very closely as that 
world-historic document deserves. If we seriously do so, at this analytical 
level alone Asia’s closest counterpart of Europe’s Galileo case can at long 
last be resolved decisively in our minds! Here and now. Because then you 
would not fail to hear and discern between the lines and in the words 
themselves its absolutist designing maker’s presence. Ask, right away upon 
close reading whose absolutist’s barely suppressed ranting and Catholic 
theocratic voice reverberates through its telltale phrases and sentences? 
Please don’t say with a straight face it sounds completely like Rizal’s voice 
and style, now denouncing his Church-condemned works and Masonic 
scientific humanism (which the next chapters show ran to bone-deep core 
levels). Examine the fifth in its internal and external contexts: it impliedly 
retracts clamors against maladministration badly needing change. Even 
more as we'll see. 


I declare myself a Catholic, and in this religion in which I was born and 
educated I wish to live and die. I retract with all my heart whatever in my 
words, writings, publications, and conduct has been contrary to my quality 


as a son of the Church. I believe and profess whatever she teaches, and I 
submit myself to whatever she commands. I abominate Masonry as the 
enemy that it is of the Church. The diocesan prelate, as the superior 
Ecclesiastical Authority, may make public this my spontaneous declaration 
in order to repair the scandal that my acts have been able to cause, and so 
that God and the people may pardon me. 


Self-Falsifying Assertions & Genesis 


Did the otherwise bone-deep scientific rationalist Rizal know that the text 
above covered broad religious and politico-philosophic areas which the 
times’ absolutist theocratic Church wanted him to solemnly recant? For its 
propaganda value as well? For which his avenging holy stalkers expressed 
willingness to pay for in one way or another including issuing him a permit 
to marry? From his transfer to Dapitan arranged by Jesuit Superior Pastells 
for the purpose of obtaining such a recantation, Rizal was well aware of all 
the above. That what was wanted of him by the Taliban-type religious 
zealots was correspondingly a total Taliban-type retraction of beliefs, deeds, 
condemned affiliations, etc. Mindful of the broad nearly total retraction 
sought from him, he politely deflected such attempts by his powerful 
pursuers and former teachers. The short unexplained manifesto above was 
described by media and its informed public at the time to be a broad 
conversion and retraction of errors against both Church and State. That is 
true. As such each assertion, from the second sentence on, speaks well for 
itself, for its broad scope without conditions. Only its text was quoted and 
reproduced on execution day in Manila’s main newspapers, and the 
following day in distant Madrid’s two main newspapers. According to the 
Manila paper closest to the friar-priests, La Voz Espanola, Rizal sent it 
through certain unnamed priests (Balaguer not being mentioned yet) to the 
Archbishop. Right after its signing (by late night of the previous day) in 
time for the next day’s newspapers. Please note this initial process in the 
retraction’s announcement, and leading much later to Balaguer’s anointing 
of as the document’s obtainer. “We have seen the original itself”, the 
theocracy’s main newspaper boasted, although neither a photograph nor the 
original was ever publicly shown. In the Jesuit announcement version, as 
against the friars’ above, Fr. Balaguer kept the document all to himself all 
nightlong in the death cell for seven hours instead of immediately relaying 


it up the chain of command, all the way to the Court’s Chief Officer and the 
Governor-General. The latter would have at least ordered stay of execution, 
even saved Rizal’s life, for the total recantation’s model effects and 
propaganda values. The original document was never shown publicly, not 
even to the pleading Rizal family that denounced it then on account of such 
a historic document’s failure to be shown. That alone proves there was no 
such original document done in the death cell they, closest friends, and a 
few others like Hermenegildo Cruz argued publicly. 


Let us note that the friar-controlled newspaper’s earliest announced version 
differed in important respects from other ones on that day, and the next, and 
much later both in Manila and in Spain. Those earlier ones, except for the 
most delayed Jesuit one, which rapidly evolved into the official Church 
version, never mentioned the most unlikely Jesuit Balaguer as principal 
obtainer of the long-sought retraction document. Nor was he ever reported 
to have been one of the many visitors allowed to enter Rizal’s death cell. He 
surfaced weeks later with the anonymous (Pastells, it turned out) 
announcement in Barcelona of the final version. Previous earlier 
announcements in Manila and Madrid named other individual Jesuits as 
chief obtainers. The most convincing among these named Fr. Faura. It 
movingly told in detail how he, as Rizal’s highly revered teacher from way 
back, obtained it. This appeared in a leading Spanish newspaper in Madrid, 
again arousing suspicions for being told there but not in Manila. (He was 
then terminally ill, dying less than three weeks later.) The Barcelona 
newsmagazine for youth controlled by the Jesuits anonymously announced 
what became the sole official version for both the Spanish and Philippine 
branches of Catholicism, and so too for international Catholicism. 


That is a revealingly self-falsifying process of naming a convert’s 
‘converter’, in addition to the non-existence of the original supposedly done 
in the death cell. The duo of converter and convertee are necessarily 
uniquely paired from the start, including immediately upon public 
announcement. Not so in Rizal’s case. Why? Did the ailing Fr. Faura object 
to playing the role of official ‘converter’, and so wrote a note to that effect 
(it still awaiting discovery in some Jesuit archive)? If not, some such 
revealing disclosure from another Jesuit may yet be found. This late 
second-best anointing of Balaguer suspiciously as well featured a mini- 


rerun of the famous nine-letter debate between Rizal and Jesuit Superior 
Pastells in 1892-93, before the latter’s return to Spain. His intense 
theological and philosophic efforts sought his former student’s return to 
both Church and State. With its implicit promise of release from Dapitan, it 
failed to win the church-state separatist Rizal back to the old faith and its 
theocracy. But this time in the death cell Pastells’ resurrected brief in the 
hands of Balaguer won out. And who should the anonymous announcer of 
the official weeks-late Balaguerian version? It is our old friend Pastells 
himself, in Barcelona! No wonder he sought holy silence and anonymity. 
No wonder during his lifetime he refused to publicly release his complete 
copy of the Nine-Letter Rizal-Pastells Debate. My source on this is Spanish 
researcher Retana in his monumental Rizal biography published in Madrid 
in 1907. 


Pastells played again this suspiciously secretive author’s role months later 
in 1897 in his Rizal-denouncing book subtitled “Rizal y su obra”. This 
reproduced the year’s earlier announced Balaguerian version. His book 
defended and exonerated Jesuit education from the charge of contributing to 
the 1896-97 uprising. It put all of the blame on free-thinking Masonry and 
its ruthless use of Rizal for subversion and armed rebellion. Spain’s 
Barcelona Archbishopric approved Pastells’ announcement and book with 
its Balaguer-version (and inputs from Pastells very likely), and it quickly 
became Catholicism’s official version of Rizal’s alleged retraction. It 
replaced all the other conflicting versions earlier announced. Here was 
another big reason for showing the genuine document, to allay suspicions 
caused by the revealingly self-falsifying process leading to Balaguer’s 
anointing. Add this to its enormous model effects and propaganda value), 
and still it was never photographed nor shown, except in 1935. They lost it 
somehow, and would look for it the top Jesuits and Dominicans said. 
Clearly, the original supposedly done in the death cell didn’t yet exist on 
December 29-30, 1896. And for more days and weeks at the very least. 
Only its fabricated text did. 


What would veteran ‘CSI-type’ diggers of truth say about all this so far? 
They would say surely that all this points conclusively to fraud. How do 
you think scientifically oriented scholars in the burgeoning field of Real 
Jesus Studies, (in which Rizal read too) would react to this familiar case of 


conflicting tales and claims? The telltale blunders in conflicting 
announcements and procedures alone; the different versions if who obtained 
the retraction, when, by what means, the belated final version of the 
relatively new arrival to Spain’s Philippine colony (Balaguer); all these 
would be regarded by specialists in the higher criticism of historic texts as 
self-proclaiming marks of fraud. That’s how the sensational ninth-century 
Pseudo-Isidorian Forgeries (of dozens of Papal letters, bulls, decrees of past 
centuries) were conclusively resolved by specialists both lay and clerics. Do 
you know of any similar historic document-signing marred so tellingly by 
as many conflicting announcements and versions of its writing and signing? 
Galileo’s famous retraction was never like this. Philippine Presidential 
aspirant Quezon’s famous retraction from Masonry before the War took just 
one such official announcement. It was agreed upon by all parties because, 
as in Galileo’s, the event happened with all its proper witnessing and 
converging of reports on it. No They lost it irregularities, anomalies, 
suspicious procedures and blunders surrounded how and who obtained their 
much longer explained recantations. This is just not so in Rizal’s case. 
Please think long and hard about this ton of very serious stuff to ponder and 
weigh. A lot more is to come. Take a day or two, before continuing on, for 
reflection and rest from possible exhaustion. Remember this disproof’s 
goal: you should by end of this essay fully resolve in your opened mind, at 
long last, this long-festering toxic issue of whether our world-heroic subject 
retracted. And whether the firmly growing mountain of conclusive anti- 
retraction evidence I’ve been crowing about really does exist. Let me just 
remind you quickly that my mentioned sources may be found and checked 
in priest-scholar Cavanna’s compendium of documents including many 
reproductions of newspapers and works from which I cited and pointed to. 
The National Library, the Lopez Museum Library, the Metro Manila Jesuit 
University’s oddly renamed Rizal Library keep copies of Cavanna and 
others cited in their large collections. 


Pastells in the Hot Seat 


Why haven’t others before me in 1998 when I first drew attention to 
Pastells’ role in the fraud gone on to dig deeper in that direction? Out of 
respect for the Church and the Jesuits, then leading defender-order of the 
faith, a role now ceded to the more traditional Opus Dei. Out of respect for 


Jesuit pride and reputation, nationalistic Catholic historians and educators, 
instead of stressing Rizal’s steadfast humanist progressivism, safely over- 
cultivated and over-magnified Rizal as apostle of nationalism, the hero of 
the pro-independence uprising against Spain, even proponent of Philippine 
state-led protectionism. At any rate, back to Pastells in the hot seat as never 
before. He may have way back mentored Fr. Balaguer, who came to the 
Jesuit Order relatively late in life. He may have coached and asked him to 
monitor Rizal in Dapitan, just as he did in the case of Fr. Sanchez. Balaguer 
boasted in an affidavit two decades later knowing about Rizal’s life, works 
and beliefs. That’s why he could engage him winningly in the death cell in a 
mini-rerun of the nine-letter Pastells-Rizal debate. Who informed him about 
that exchange but Pastells (who kept his copy of the entire debate). What 
baloney that boast is of now knowing about Rizal’s life, works and beliefs. 
This reminds me of his previous letter’s boast to Jesuit Superior Pio Pi of 
almost obtaining the retraction in Dapitan (in the wake of failed attempts by 
Obach, Pastells, Sanchez). When the hero fell very ill during his last year in 
Dapitan (about which there is no record), on his sickbed he personally 
witnessed how very vulnerable to reconverting the deep-down Christian 
Rizal was. If that were his real deathbed, Balaguer boasted, he would most 
likely have reconverted Rizal! This he had thought then, and later in the 
year in the death cell was proved right indeed. What a wild fanatical 
storyteller and loose canon that Balaguer turned out to be! 


Recall that Balaguer’s belated version first emerged in a faraway place in 
which no informed dissenter could dispute it: in Barcelona, not in Manila. 
Not even in Spain’s main newspapers, which probably would have asked 
questions about that belated entirely new version. It would have asked for 
name and some background of the person making the announcement. In the 
biweekly Jesuit newsmagazine for youth did the new detailed retraction 
story appear starting mid-January 1897 in three biweekly installments. How 
bizarre indeed! In its elaborated Pastellsian details. Balaguer would have us 
believe that a bone-deep philosophic scientific humanist (documented 
further in the next chapters), overly conscious of his principles and legacy, 
caved in to later take dictation on his retraction from the absolutist 
fundamentalist Balaguer. As authorized by his Archbishop and Jesuit 
Superior. Could the practically retraction-immune freethinker freely write 
and sign the sweeping five-sentence retraction of every important belief and 


act he otherwise championed; in a relatively short pontificating manifesto 
so alien to his longer explaining letter-style; worded irresponsibly in broad 
unconditional terms concerning beliefs, convictions of one’s lifelong 
studies, works and deeds and making him sound like an absolutist 
fundamentalist himself? That’s what leaps out increasingly from the first 
sentence on to the final fifth. Building on the very broad second sentence, 
the following third shouts in a crescendo, “I submit myself to whatever she 
[the Church] commands”. Recall the previous one’s sweeping “whatever is 
contrary to my quality as a son of the Church”. The following third 
sentence indeed surrenders totally to “whatever she [the Catholic Church] 
teaches”. The abjuration of Masonry certainly covers much more than 
essentials of faith. As Rizal’s famous piece on Masonry’s philosophy of 
individual perfection through labor, virtue and science attests to, he 
considered Masonry pragmatically synonymous with his freedoms-loving 
scientific humanism itself. These overly broad and loud declarations 
culminate in the final fifth sentence’s public apology to the people, right 
after the apology to God, for the harms his scandalous acts actually had 
caused (correct translation here of the present perfect subjunctive phrase of 
the original Spanish being used for indicating and describing a past event). 


Again it should be underscored: the hardly veiled voice of a theocratic 
fundamentalist reverberates throughout the relatively short document, not 
unlike the ranting vengeful voice of the Dominicans and Augustinians who 
issued condemnations of him and his book in the late 1880s and asked for 
his arrest for both unspeakable heresies and subversion. The Jesuits too at 
the time were of the same mindset, as typified by Pastells in his absolutist’s 
alternately threatening and pleading letters to the hero. And in his 
anonymous 1897 “Rizal y su obra”, which raged against his former student, 
believe or not, as “a fierce revolutionist and....the scandalizer and corruptor 
of his own people.” He was rightly hounded out of the country by the 
religious orders in 1888 and rightly convicted to death, he wrote and 
implied. His secret book re-echoed and reproduced the mid-January 
Balaguer version of the retraction and its immediate aftermath, thus 
revealing too his secret role in the mentioned mid-January announcement. 
That, and the Barcelona Archbishopric-approved book’s authorship the 
Jesuits have yet to fully identify, acknowledge, explain and apologize for. 
The Jesuit Bonoan’s mid-1990s book on the hero merely made passing 


references in footnotes to the “Obra’s” authorship by Pastells, although it 
admitted Rizal that famous 1892-1893. Balaguer’s tales of the total 
conversion including Rizal’s completing acts of self-abasement and piety 
throughout the night, capped by a quick purely verbal marriage to Josephine 
near dawn appeared truly miraculous, the Jesuits said. Triggered and 
mediated most likely by the image of the Sacred Heart of Jesus, which the 
miraculously recanting one carved long ago when still a student. Divinely 
inspired that idea of taking it with them to the death cell, they further said. 


Converting Differently If He Did So 


Suppose Rizal had truly desired for his own spiritual reasons at death to 
reconvert back to the old faith of his birth and youth. But why do so ina 
shockingly irresponsible and disruptive secretive way? In sweepingly 
worded and unexplained manifesto-like declarations of a Taliban-type 
Dominican Archbishop and Jesuit Superior. In their style totally alien to the 
style of his longer explaining letters. As in the two mid-1892 secret letters 
to be opened at death; the mid-December 1896 Letter to Countrymen; the 
December 30,1896 Letters to Paciano and to the entire family, etc. Contrast 
Rizal’s case to the previously mentioned much-longer Galileo and Quezon 
retractions. Worlds apart they were in regard to proper transparent 
witnessing and announcement procedures. No need for calling in the 
world’s best handwriting experts for a consensus-authentication. Whether 
you like or hate it, there is no way of denying their authenticity. Take 
Rizal’s repeatedly disputed mid-December 1896 Letter to Countrymen 
condemning the uprising against Spain. No matter how zealous nationalists 
have cursed or scomed him for it, no one except a few extremists, have 
questioned its authenticity as a document. It deserves a straight acceptance 
as such, although one can still regard him as the nonviolent revolutionary 
reformist Godfather of the Philippine Independence Movement broadly 
conceived, while Andres Bonifacio fathered its violent revolutionary wing. 


Jesuits, other churchmen, Catholic historians and educators have 
dishonestly misrepresented Rizal’s alleged retraction as one about pure 
faith’s minimal doctrinal requirements for Church membership. Far from it, 
we should note again, from both internal and external analysis of its 
contents. In the totally charged context of the times the issuing of such 


broad, vague and unconditional declarations included their broader religious 
and politico-philosophic meanings. In fact the Spanish press at the time 
rightly described the historic document as a comprehensive retraction of 
beliefs, works, acts, errors against both Church and State. The Manila 
correspondent of “El Heraldo de Madrid” cabled on December 29, 1896 
that, to quote, he “had been assured that Rizal would retract his errors 
against the Church and State”. The following day, December 30, the 
correspondent of Madrid’s “E] Imparcial” recalled that up to the previous 
day’s mid-afternoon “the convict continued to refuse confession and 
maintained his philosophical and political theories”. Let us then tolerate no 
more the endless shameless dishonesties from the retraction’s defenders that 
their venerated or respected document only referred to minimal doctrinal 
requirements of pure faith. It just isn’t so, and a total demolition job it thus 
heaps on the well-known principled, courageous and responsible character 
of this martyred world-hero. If true, it totally undermines his moral 
authority and example, and that of his prime teachings. Let us rightly insist 
that in contrast to the great Catholic scientist Galileo, who lived to more 
than twice Rizal’s age, the latter Indio or Indian young man of science from 
the Fourth and Third Worlds was much more committed to the supremacy 
of reason and its self-correcting scientific ways than was the former, and 
comparable in quality to his admired scientific humanists Voltaire and 
Darwin. To say he retracted is like saying that the retraction-immune 
Voltaire and Darwin could have done so as well. 


Indicative of its deep rootedness in faith-and-ideology (rather than in 
scientific search for understanding), typical discussions of Rizal’s alleged 
retraction take place without having a copy of its text before the 
discussants. Dishonestly assumed by the defenders and respecters is that the 
text pertained only to doctrinal matters of pure faith. I have a copy of 
‘Knight Supreme Commander’ Hilario Davide’s January 2007 official reply 
to Victor Murillo to illustrate this. The letter replies to the Murillo’s letter 
which chided the self-promoting knightly defenders of Rizal over their 
ongoing failure to defend him from the retraction’s character assassination. 
The former Supreme Court head, named most recently to lead the just- 
elected government’s Truth Commission, replied that for himself “the 
retraction is a non-issue”. An irrelevancy in the understanding and 
assessment of the hero’s prime mission and greatness, he thought. Aside 


from that remark’s subconscious show of respect for the Church’s document 
in question, at least of giving it the benefit of the doubt, nowhere in the 
discussion did he cite any of its specific contents. That false and obviously 
stupid opinion continues the pretense of the document’ being purely about 
minimal doctrinal matters of faith. Well, read it again above and tell us with 
a straight face its confinement to minimal doctrines of faith. From the 
document’s beginnings and contents in the context of 1896, all the 
concerned parties of Church, State, media and the public understood its 
five-sentences to have broadly covered beliefs, works, deeds, other offences 
“against Church and State”. If Catholic readers of this chapter would just let 
go of faith-and-ideology’s often unconscious influences in regard to the 
proper interpretation of the text in question, which they should have in front 
of them in serious discussions, they would surely see in front of their faces 
and in their minds the broad coverage of beliefs, convictions, works, 
teachings, affiliations, and deeds. That proper literal understanding alone 
should immediately and conclusively falsify the five-sentence retraction 
document. For, it is just utterly inconceivable that the brave principled 
Masonic scientific humanist Rizal could freely write and sign such a 
morally self-destructive about-face. Today’s Catholics, especially their 
priests, should feel deep shame for their own kind in 19" century Spanish 
Philippines tried hard to obtain such a broad abhorrent document from 
Rizal. In gross violation of basic individual freedoms of thought, inquiry, 
dissent, association, press, etc. that he championed and died for. 


Let us keep climbing up our virtual mountain of conclusive anti-retraction 
evidence, to continue using that metaphor. Let me go back to the short 
impersonal and non-explaining style of the manifesto, which contradicts 
Rizal’s customary way of issuing and personally explaining very important 
matters. Can I further buttress this claim? Recall the many relatively long 
letters to family, and to countrymen explaining important decisions of his in 
much longer personal ways, so much so that you couldn’t possibly doubt its 
handwriting’s authenticity. Not even if it differed in some respects to its 
maker’s his usual penmanship. Even if you couldn’t possibly agree with 
some or many of its contents. Recall the two secret letters to family and 
countrymen respectively in mid-1892 to be opened upon his death. Recall 
the personally long and patiently explaining letter to fellow countrymen 
dated December 15,1896. There, to the embarrassment and anger of the 


highly nationalistic, he dared to explain why on fundamental principles he 
categorically opposed the 1896 rebellion against Spain. No matter how 
fiercely nationalistically you disagree with its contents, you cannot deny its 
authorship. Take the unsigned untitled death poem. Its very constricted 
penmanship differed with the usual writings. Does anyone seriously doubt 
its authorship? But, this is not so for the relatively very short December 29, 
1896 impersonal and unexplained Retraction Manifesto, for its 
extraordinarily shocking contents and bizarre announcements to the world. 
Even if the relatively short half-page text and signature appears to fall 
within a representative sample of Rizal’s actual writings, this is ttumped by 
the virtual mountain sampled here of conclusive anti-retraction evidence, 
which has only kept growing and firming up over the generations and 
decades. 


Let us revisit too the later-named obtainer of the document in question, Fr. 
Vicente Balaguer. If he could not have been the obtainer, then the retraction 
he claimed to have obtained must be a fake one. Recall his being officially 
and publicly identified not in Manila, where it would have shocked persons 
who were told distinctly other versions. Recall the anonymous proclamation 
of his version around mid-January to February 1897, in three biweekly 
installments of a Jesuit youth newsmagazine in Barcelona. Reissued it was 
later in the year in the little book subtitled “Rizal y su obra” with the 
Barcelona Archbishopric’s approval. Many years later that anonymous 
writer was identified by Retana as the former learned Jesuit Superior 
Pastells himself! Recall that some years earlier he tried most passionately to 
win Rizal back to the times’ absolutist Catholicism, in its unity with the 
Spanish nation-state. Jesuit Bonoan’s mid-1990s book repeatedly in 
footnotes confirmed Pastells’ authorship of “Rizal y su obra”. It re-echoed 
the previous anonymous announcement of Balaguer’s belated version, and 
reproducing it there. And linking Pastells to the mentioned previous 
anonymous announcement. This rapidly developed into the official 
Balaguerian position of the Church’s Spanish and Philippine national 
Catholic Hierarchies. From its context above and its mini-version of the 
nine-letter Pastells-Rizal debate this late-adopted official version of how, by 
whom, and when precisely the historic document was obtained deserves to 
be known too as the Pastells-Balaguer version. 


The debate or relatively long intense discussions with the dying heretic took 
place during the very busy afternoon hours of the “29""”. But there were 
long trains of attention-getting and distracting family members, officials, 
other priests, correspondents who visited and were waiting to visit during 
the morning, afternoon and evening of the last day. None reported Balaguer 
being seen to have entered the death cell. The afternoon and evening hours 
were especially busy ones. It allowed no time for a relatively long and 
intense exchange of views. Not even the agents and director of the ever- 
watchful Cuerpode Vigilancia, the regime’s watchful intelligence unit, 
which made an official report of events in the death cell, noticed Balaguer’s 
presence in the death cell. In fact it tellingly named two different Jesuit as 
obtainers of the finished retraction, which it dated around mid-afternoon of 
the ‘29"’ | as if they were part of the entire plot. The two main Manila 
newspapers of December 30, 1896 that published the text of the retraction 
never mentioned Balaguer. The friar-controlled La Voz Espanola merely 
reassured the public: “We have seen and read his [Rizal’s] own handwritten 
retraction which he sent to our dear and venerable Archbishop...” Neither 
the Jesuit Superior nor the Archbishop mention Balaguer at all at the time. 
Filipinos would have been shocked if the late-announced Balaguerian 
version were released in Manila. 


Draw your own conclusive inference from this, scientifically sleuthing 
‘CSI-types’: don’t they reveal tangled telltales of fraud, as when foolishly 
we conspire to deceive? These form many boulders up the virtual mountain 
of conclusive anti-retraction evidence right before our eyes if we could just 
overcome unconscious biases and influences from faith-and-ideology, 
including subconscious longings to see the great Rizal die in our precious 
faith and ideology. And these are just samples from a still growing 
conclusive evidence mountain since earliest times in the history of this 
famous hoax. ‘CSI-type’ readers can surely find all by themselves a big 
anti-retraction boulder not mentioned so far! Try it. Try harder in digging 
up for more clues. You’!l eventually come up with a conclusive negative 
finding, I promise you from my own long experience. That should help 
convince you of the real existence of this still firmly growing mountain of 
conclusive anti-retraction evidence that nearly everyone still denies in 
current writings and teachings. A most recent confirmation of this claim is 
Gil Fernandez’s find he sent our Internet discussion group in mid-2010 that 


the 1935-found retraction document most definitely did not yet exist at 
around Rizal’s time of death. Only the fabricated text-version of it did exist 
then. That is why the genuine article was never photographed nor publicly 
shown in spite of clamors from concerned parties, including the hero’s 
family and friends. for it to be shown. In spite of its enormous model effects 
and propaganda value in bringing down a rebellion in full swing. And then 
to be officially told they’d lost the original, from some unknown one who 
might have borrowed it in bad faith! Ah, what tangled webs are woven 
when to deceive we conspire! 


A Eureka Moment 


Here’s another very big conclusive anti-retraction boulder up this evidence 
mountain. It’s original with me but I have shared it over the years with a 
few others. The previously quoted statement from the friar-priests who 
announced their success in obtaining the retraction implies that the 
December 29,1896 document (signed at 11:30 PM) was sent by Rizal 
through an unnamed priest or priests to the Archbishop roughly seven-and- 
a-half hours before his scheduled execution. They read the finished 
document right away, as the previously quoted first press announcement 
stated: “We...read [it]...” That is how it got published in time for the 
following morning’s newspapers. Did the Archbishop, then, see fit to 
immediately relay the same document to the Governor-General, as duty and 
political correctness called for, since the latter sat formally at the very top of 
society’s chain of command. For the latter’s information, if nothing else, 
and possible reconsideration of sentence in view of the document’s implied 
admission of past offenses and request for pardon. Nothing of the kind 
happened according to this first public announcement of the retraction, and 
this should strike us inquirers as anomalous, fraud-revealing behavior. The 
main converting priest, whoever he was, had a duty to immediately relay 
the “bombshell” trophy-document to higher authority, all the way to the 
very top, especially in view of the fifth sentence’s public contrition for past 
crimes. In this first account, the process most anomalously stopped short of 
the Governor-General, giving him no chance to issue a probable stay of 
execution or reduction of sentence. This glaring anomaly repeats too in the 
later massively elaborated version by Balaguer. He, as the document’s 
victorious obtainer, with seven-and-a-half hours to go before execution, did 


not relay it at all upwards to any superiors up the chain of command but 
kept it all to himself until Rizal’s execution! This unbelievable anomaly can 
only tell us conclusively that the alleged historic event did not happen at all. 
If it did, this would have all the more exposed churchmen as those who 
ultimately plotted the hated heretic Rizal’s death. “Whose faith killed me,” 
Rizal in effect cried out in his death poem, which he finished just in time for 
secret delivery by him to the world, twice in the pile of keepsakes and shoes 
respectively. It’s there in my previously mentioned 1996 and 1998 books, 
and I merely cite it here and update in a chapter on what I also call Rizal’s 
Constancy Swan Song of December 29-30, 1896. This alone by itself 
conclusively declares the retraction a fraud, and we’Il say more on it later 
owing to its huge overarching importance not only to the first anti- 
retractionists but to its rehabilitation here from its generations-long 
antedating emasculation made official by enshrining it in the Rizal Museum 
in historic Fort Santiago. 


Anyway, many years later in 1910, that obviously blundering and lying 
character Balaguer strained our credulity yet again: that from 11:30 on of 
the entire last night of the 29-30" in the death cell he kept the signed 
document all to himself! No immediate relaying to his superiors and the 
authorities. Instead, he got completely immersed in ministering to the 
piously reconverting convict. And, note well: he got busy too in writing a 
journal-record of the awesomely unfolding historic events. He only started 
to relay the precious document to his Jesuit Superior when Rizal marched 
off to his death with the execution party at about 6:30 in the morning. His 
Jesuit Superior, in turn, took his time too in immediately reporting and 
relaying the document to the Archbishop later in the morning, when Rizal 
was already dead, with no further tales to tell. When the latter received it by 
late morning, he gave it to his secretary for safekeeping, not even bothering 
to send it to the Governor-General. By his own testimony, the Archbishop 
did not first show the document to the Governor-General before entrusting 
the document to his secretary for safekeeping by the Church. All this tells 
us critical sleuthing types that the entire retractions tales could only have 
been so confusedly announced and covered up as a fabrication. For 
comparison: apply the same skeptical investigative method and findings on 
Rizal’s December 15, 1896 Letter to Countrymen on why he categorically 
opposed the 1896 uprising against Spain. Some retraction-respecting highly 


nationalistic scholars have tried to explain away that cited letter as a 
probable forgery. Or, it was allegedly forced upon its imprisoned author 
who justifiably publicly lied to save his own life. Some of them argued this 
way passionately a few years ago on webmaster Dr. Robert Yoder’s 
worldwide discussion group on the Internet. I participated in those very 
heated discussions and received a lot of flak for a nonviolent Rizal over- 
relying perhaps on the role of reasoned discourse as the way to earn more 
and more rights including eventual independence. The strong efforts to 
explain away the December 15 Letter in the ways just mentioned could and 
did not prosper, no matter how nationalistically one wanted to make Rizal a 
contributing participant somehow of the rebellion against Spain. The claims 
that it was either forgery or forced writing were just too fantastic, and so 
discussions on them petered out and faded. Next for my stand on the 
retraction, my stand on an anti-rebellion Rizal has received the most 
number of objections and insults. 


Back to Bizarre Balaguer 


In 1910, some 14 years later after the alleged fact, Balaguer began 
explaining and elaborating on how he obtained Rizal’s recantation. And 
what he did with it. Having finished dictating the Archbishop-approved 
formula to the Hell-fearing and piously submissive Rizal at 11:30 P.M. of 
the ‘29'’, he kept the long-sought trophy-document all to himself the whole 
night through in the death cell. There it remained with him all night in the 
death cell while he continued ministering to the piously confessing and 
repenting convict. He recorded too in a historic journal all the unfolding 
subsequent events. No, he mentioned no immediate relaying here of the 
precious trophy-document to either his Jesuit Superior or to the Archbishop, 
as duty demanded, and to save Rizal’s life from execution seven-and-a-half 
hours hence. As Rizal marched to his death at 6:30 A.M., he left the death 
cell to at last relay the document to his Jesuit Superior, who must have 
received it at about the time its alleged maker was being shot and no longer 
able to tell explain further or say more. (Except in his ‘twice-delivered’ 
death poem in the keepsakes and shoes.) The Jesuit Superior in turn 
leisurely made a copy for the Jesuit archives, not rushing at all to hand over 
the original copy to the Archbishop later in the morning. No, the 
Archbishop does not bother to show it at all, even if too late for 


reconsideration of sentence, to the Governor-General at the top of the 
formal chain of command. He gives it to his secretary for safekeeping. 
Readers, I assure you all this is in their respective testimonies as gathered 
together and reproduced in priest-scholar Cavanna’s monumental work on 
the subject. Rooted deeply in Catholic faith and ideology he, like Opus Dei 
priest-scholar Dr. Javier de Pedro some half-a-century later, couldn’t see 
penetratingly through the highly revealing implications I’ve teased out 
justifiably from them. 


The highly anomalous, irregular, and mutually contradictory 
announcements and tales told by the alleged participants and witnesses of 
the alleged retraction, including it should be stressed, the entirely different 
version of the Philippine Spanish colony’s own vigilant intelligence agency, 
the “Cuerpo de Vigilancia”, conclusively falsify the obviously planted five- 
sentence retraction manifesto. Nor was this the first time planted religious 
evidence got attributed to him. Consensus exists among most scholars that 
the anti-Catholic leaflets allegedly found in his baggage in mid-1892 on 
arrival from abroad was planted. It led to his arrest, jailing and Dapitan 
confinement. During the last two decades Professor Manolo O. Vaiio, to 
repeat, has conclusively shown the many fraudulent aspects of the Jesuit- 
and-Church-backed testimonies of Fr. Balaguer concerning how he 
miraculously obtained the long-sought trophy-document of retraction. That 
professor’s relentless efforts alone, still nearly totally ignored to this day, 
conclusively exposed the retraction to be a faked planted document. So has 
Reynold Fajardo done a similar demonstration in both the first and second 
editions of his book. They are among the biggest contributors to the 
continuously growing mountain of conclusive no-retraction evidence and 
arguments, independently of the handwriting-analysis sub-issue. 


I cannot help returning to the subject of Balaguer’s claims, readers, because 
Catholicism’s retraction case got transformed by the Jesuits and other 
religious orders including Opus Dei to revolve around the truth and 
credibility of what should also be called the Pastells-Balaguer account of 
the retraction. Imagine Balaguer personally confirming his key role only in 
1910 for the first time. That’s some 14 years later after the main event and 
after Pastells in Spain in 1897 had twice secretly announced his historic role 
in obtaining the Church’s retraction document. And in a 1910 letter to his 


former Jesuit Superior, Pio Pi, who acted as if this was the first time 
Balaguer had told him and this explained the former’s inability to announce 
it right away in Manila. Balaguer made a second elaborate confirmation of 
his role, this time publicly in affidavit form in 1917. He repeated his 
keeping of the obtained precious document all night in the death cell 
without immediately relaying it to his superiors. He gave the repentant one 
all of his time, busying himself also in making a diary-record of December 
29-30’s astounding events! Yet he never produced that absolutely important 
journal-record. Nor did other Jesuits. Even if that journal-record included a 
brief visit in predawn hours by Josephine to be quickly married to the hero 
and that would have been evidence of it. Never did it occur to Balaguer to 
have her sign as a witness to either the retraction, or an alleged marital 
book-gift, or in Balaguer’s alleged journal-record of the entire night’s 
retraction-completing acts. He never publicly showed that record either, and 
he signed nothing at the time in spite of being so central a witness. Instead 
never-verified signatures of two very minor military officials got on the 
document somehow as sole witnesses. How the whole thing indeed screams 
at us “CSI-types”: “Fraud!” 


As if that weren’t enough listen to this. In that 1910 letter of his, Balaguer 
dropped yet another of his trademark eerie telling telltales of fraud. He had 
also kept to himself during all those years since December 29-30, 1896 a 
perfect copy of the original five-sentence retraction document itself! Yes, he 
disclosed that for the first time at that late date to his former Jesuit Superior. 
There was another such perfect copy made during that historic night, about 
which no one else before seemed to know. So perfect that Rizal himself 
may written it that same late night of his recantation, although he is not 
entirely sure and was leaving the matter to his former Superior Pio Pi. What 
kind of self-revealing fraudster’s yarn is this? For, the Pastells-proclaimed 
obtainer of the historic document stayed with the recanting convict all night 
(but not during his death and burial). And he bizarrely admits not knowing 
for sure if Rizal had also written a perfectly genuine copy of the historic 
retraction, one never shown publicly by the Jesuits until now. A 
“bombshell”, this. Balaguer unwittingly implied the existence of a “golden 
arm”, a master forger who could fool in a relatively short manifesto-like 
document persons familiar with Rizal’s typical handwriting. Why would 
scientifically driven ‘CSI-types’ see in all this a pitifully prevaricating 


Balaguer, desperately defending the faith but tellingly getting entangled 
deeper in his own web of lies? 


Why do Catholic scholars and promoters of the still reigning retraction- 
influenced paradigms about Rizal still deny that Balaguer’s massively lies- 
entangled testimonies are proof of the retraction’s false genesis? If they 
were true, he and his fellow witnessing and caring Jesuits would have been 
totally moved joyfully in awe and tears at the miracle of their prized former 
student’s intensely moving conversion. They would have moved heaven 
and earth to give their foremost Indian alumni an obviously Catholic burial. 
Balaguer would have accompanied the other two Jesuits who dutifully 
accompanied Rizal to his execution. These triumphant priests would have 
insisted in accompanying his corpse for proper burial to the nearby Paco 
Cemetery. They would have even tried in fact to save his Catholic life and 
amazing religious example. Retractionists still reply online as I write these 
words that since the event was purely religious and his political offense that 
of rebellion, his sentence could not be reconsidered nor commuted. But 
look again at the document’s combined third, fourth, fifth sentences and tell 
me honestly it didn’t include sociopolitical offenses as well. Balaguer 
would have joyfully bounded out of the death cell near midnight of the 
‘29" to start relaying the trophy document up the hierarchy to his 
Superiors, including the Archbishop and Governor-General. He and the 
Jesuits would have joyously shown the public Balaguer’s much-cited 
December 29-30 1896 Diary-Record of the Religiously Historic Conversion 
Events. But none of these telltales of truth, these confirmations of their 
claim’s truth were ever openly shown as would have been the case if their 
basic story were true. None of the two Jesuits who dutifully accompanied 
the execution party (whose crucifix Rizal is falsely said to have kissed, 
rosary in hand) felt obliged by charity and faith to accompany their saintly 
Catholic hero just a mile longer to Paco Cemetery, to give him 
Catholicism’s last rites on consecrated grounds in some wooden box at 
least. Instead, under surveillance of “Cuerpo de Vigilancia”, which made a 
report on the matter, his corpse was rushed off to nearby Paco Cemetery, 
there for burial in a sack in unconsecrated grounds outside the special inner 
circular walls for Catholics. Hermenegildo Cruz and Reynold Fajardo’s 
researches have also shown this conclusively to be the case despite futile 
denials by retractionists. 


Another New ‘Proof’ 


Here’s another conclusive anti-retraction evidence-based argument, an 
original of mine along with some others, if I may say so, that gave me 
“Eureka Moments” of the joys of discovery. I didn’t dare make it until a 
good number of years ago when the Rizal author-scholar Margarita Hamada 
converted me out of my partisan nationalism in objectively understanding 
our shared iconic subject. Let’s look again at the five-sentence document’s 
highly political final fifth sentence. Here the falsely accused rebellion- 
opposing Rizal publicly admits and apologizes for his implied participation 
in the 1896 uprising against Spain. Recall the context and highly charged 
background of that fifth sentence readily allowing us to say so. He then 
apologizes to the people (and to God) for that, as one of the scandals and 
harms his acts deeds had caused. This startling fifth sentence could only be 
interpreted by the public as admission of participation in rebellion for which 
he was convicted to death. But even De Pedro was convinced by Rizal’s 
own vehement protestations of nonparticipation in the uprising. From his 
own testimonies during trial; from his acceptance to serve for medical 
service in Cuba; from his own diary entries; from his humanist writings in 
general; from his December 15, 1896 Opposition Letter; from his two dying 
letters to Paciano and Blumentritt swearing to nonparticipation in rebellion; 
these are more than sufficient to prove his genuine opposition to the 
rebellion. So, how could the honest principled Rizal have lied so 
sensationally in now publicly confessing participation in rebellion? To 
being something he deeply and categorically was not (as the previously 
mentioned nationalistic Constantino insisted upon). This fifth sentence 
publicly vindicates the Military Court’s finding of guilty. It affirms the 
justice of its death sentence, so contrary to the facts and context of the case. 
Hence the fifth sentence falsifies its own self, and thereby the entire 
retraction document. And please note again one more time that 
Catholicism’s strident insistence on the five-sentence document’s 
confinement to minimal doctrinal requirements of faith is both false and 
dishonest. Among the most guilty have been nationalistic Catholic 
retractionists. Pandering popular textbook writers and biographers come to 
mind like the Zafras and the Zaides, like Leon Maria Guerrero and Nick 
Joaquin. The latter in the January 2000 issue of 1898 Magazine endorsed 
the former’s view: “It is a truism that the recantation of his religious errors 


did not involve the repudiation of his political aims.” No way, Jose, I say 
again and again. That document is a broad religious and politico- 
philosophic document and as such repellent to the bone-deep scientific 
rationalist Rizal. 


Serious reader, as I said before: you yourself on your own could ferret out 
and sharpen at least one more conclusive anti-retraction evidence to firm up 
and enlarge Mount Anti-Retraction, so to say. Do so and prove to yourself 
and others that this ever-growing mountain indeed exists and should no 
longer be denied. If you need my help for leads consider any of these, or in 
combination. You can inquire doggedly into where now are the 
Archbishop’s and Jesuit Superior’s draft-retraction texts from which 
Balaguer allegedly dictated but allowing Rizal some minor changes. These 
are highly material evidence, are they not? Or likewise: where now are the 
original retraction’s exact copies mentioned by Balaguer to his former 
Superior in 1910? Why haven’t these highly material evidences been ever 
produced? And, where is his all-important December 29-30,1896 diary- 
record that he kept citing but never produced? Similarly, where is the 
cablegram from Manila that Pastells must have received in Barcelona for 
announcement of Balaguer’s version? Who from Manila belatedly cabled 
him and the Jesuits? Relatedly but separately: was there any explanation 
cabled from Manila as to why the earliest announcements on how the 
retraction was obtained differed from Balaguer’s? In particular, let us recall, 
it replaced the most credible one of Fr. Faura’s, which movingly pleaded 
with his former student to confess and return to the old faith before dying. 
Faura himself, it turned out, was dying from a severe illness and died soon 
on January 23, 1897. He may have been conscience-stricken and objected in 
a note to being used against one of his most esteemed former students and 
coworker in the sciences. The late journalist-publisher Max Soliven 
indirectly alluded to such missing notes and documents when he repeatedly 
claimed from confidences received from the Jesuit De la Costa that a 
retraction-falsifying note or letter lay around hidden in some Jesuit archive. 
To this day the Jesuits have not come clean with regard to answering all 
these probing ‘CSI-type’ questions. Do you still need another lead to 
pursue, analyze, build or sharpen into a conclusive anti-retraction 
argument? Well, consider this dynamic duo: what’s the true reason why the 
original retraction document never publicly emerged in full glory until 


1935? And related to this, why was Rizal still killed after making such a 
comprehensive and apologetic public confession of beliefs, works, deeds 
and other errors against both Church and State? 


Religiously Plotting for ‘It’ 


As we approach the end of this condensed disproof of the retraction, I’d like 
to explain further why chief responsibility for the killing of Rizal should be 
placed on the church and its theocracy, and not on colonial but slowly 
reforming Spain itself. Let me then recall that the Church and Archbishop’s 
churchmen and faithful led in Rizal’s persecution, arrest, trial, charging 
with subversion, and death. In the death cell itself during the entire last two 
days of his young life priests went in and out freely. The Jesuits claimed to 
have been with Rizal during his entire last night, a claim belied by last 
letters and messages written all night long until dawn. This included the 
defiant finishing of the death poem into its two secret modes of assured 
escape that put smiles on his face as he walked briskly to face death itself. 
Not one churchman with all that powerful influence asked the Governor- 
General to spare his life, especially in view of his alleged total retraction. 
They confidently ignored the Governor-General entirely, as they prepared 
officials’ and reporters’ minds in awaiting a retraction later in the day and 
night. There were more than seven hours to go before execution, after its 
alleged extraction, and no one among the cowled defenders of the faith 
mentioned the need to relay the historic document to the Governor-General, 
for his reconsideration of the death sentence. On the contrary, and following 
Retana here, for mainly religious reasons they clamored for his death- 
sentencing on the trumped-up charge of rebellion. Frank C. Laubach’s great 
1936 book agrees in placing prime responsibility for Rizal’s death on the 
church and its theocracy. But since both researchers (and others similarly 
minded) respected the Church and Jesuits’ retraction document, and instead 
of declaring it outright as a forgery on ample evidence available even then, 
they missed identifying one of the strongest evidences for blaming their 
faith for Rizal’s death. I refer to their religious obsession in obtaining the 
retraction itself from Rizal, by all means or foul, even to the extent of 
causing his death and fabricating his recantation for all time beyond the 
grave. 


A big religious reason for clamoring and rejoicing in his trial-to-death as a 
subversive was the opportunities this brought to finally obtaining the 
retraction in the death cell when they imagined he was most vulnerable and 
open to it. Spanish priests of the times didn’t think there were really bone- 
deep Indio freethinkers “in foxholes”, so to say, especially when 
persuasively threatened with Hellfire by charismatic priests. They thought 
that Rizal would certainly recant at death’s scary doors. Balaguer expressed 
a similar thought in his 1910 letter to his former Jesuit Superior, remember? 
“Use whatever means may help you obtain the retraction”. These were the 
terms the Archbishop himself gave the eager Jesuits, as admitted by the 
Jesuit Pio Pi’s 1909 book on the matter. You could say from these 
considerations that their desperate religious hope of extracting a deathbed 
retraction contributed to their death-seeking lobbying and clamors, and 
never-mind whether he was really guilty of the 1896 uprising or not. You 
could also say from the mainly religious desire to obtain the retraction 
through his death-dealing conviction for subversion that the most informed 
militant friar-priests prepared for Plan B, a fabricated retraction, just in case 
Rizal would prove stubborn again as he proved to be in Dapitan. An earlier 
cited Spanish correspondent cabled his Madrid newspaper the day before 
the execution that he had been assured that Rizal was going to retract errors 
against both Church and State? Could his overly confident informant, 
obviously an insider priest, been thinking of Plan B? 


Some of the most informed priests must have felt that even near death Rizal 
could still prove to be a retraction-immune Masonic and Voltairean 
rationalist. In fact, as I continue to show here against Dr. De Pedro’s finding 
of Rizal being a sham-freethinker, he was on the contrary a bone-deep, 
retraction-immune scientific rationalist. All the more so, he proved to be yet 
again with his unretracting Constancy Swan Song. He had completely 
evolved out of Catholicism in all of its essential dogmas. Even his God 
concept was that of a freethinker-scientist’s of the 19" century, it having 
nothing to do with any organized faith’s revealed conceptions. The most 
informed influential priests clamored for the trial unto death to best obtain 
what they considered an all-important retraction, not just in defense of 
embattled faith and its theocracy but of Jesuit reputation itself. Other co- 
religionists helped in the ensuing cover-up. His chief priestly and theocratic 
persecutors knew of his innocence from his writings, his personal pledges 


of loyalty before Governors Despujol and Blanco. They knew this from his 
December 15, 1896 Rebellion-Opposing Letter to Countrymen and 
volunteering for medical military service in Cuba. The reigning 
nationalistic respecters of the retraction err in teaching that his alleged main 
enemy Spain killed him as a rebel, for political nationalistic reasons of its 
own and need for a political scapegoat. 


December 29-30 Finishing of the Death Poem 


While the Jesuit Balaguer claimed guiding Rizal all nightlong of December 
29-30 into perfecting his purely religious retraction in writing and pious 
acts including four confessions, Mass and communion, etc., he was actually 
finishing and safely smuggling out his poetic final farewell into the pile of 
keepsakes. Its draft and other last messages he hid as well in his shoes. One 
really can never say enough of the retraction-falsifying December 29-30, 
1896 Constancy Swan Song, as I’ve also called the death poem: twice 
smuggled out to the world on execution day by Rizal himself. That put the 
lingering smile on his face as he walked to death with head held upright. 
The Catholic nationalistic retractionists, armed by Jaime de Veyra just 
before and after the Second World War, declared war on that old previous 
status of the poem as unretractiingly done or finished hours just before 
death. The much-awarded biographer of the hero, Leon Ma. Guerrero, 
others like Nick Joaquin, ganged up thus in antedating and emasculating 
Ultimo Adios, so to say. They claimed it had to have been finished at the 
latest and delivered to the world by early evening of the previous day. For, 
the hero’s true Swan Song was the December 29-30, 1896 Retraction. That 
was his real death poem as the literary laureate Joaquin liked say in his 
biography of the top Philippine hero. That absorbed all the time left to 
discuss, make and perfect in pious deeds deep into the last night. Hence the 
hero’s sister Trinidad (Narcisa, in another phony version) these 
retractionists had long wished for, must have smuggled out the poem hidden 
in the stove-lamp in the early evening of the ‘29"” and indicating its writing 
and a most finishing to completion before transfer to the death cell at seven 
in the morning of the 29". Go to the hero’s shrine at Fort Santiago, that’s 
now the official version enshrine there courtesy of a most famous Rizal 
grandniece. 


However, my research, first reported in 1996, has only continued to confirm 
the falsehood of that retraction influenced official demolition job on the 
Decembr 29-30 1896 Unretracting Death Poem of Rizal. Trinidad in those 
earliest years and decades in the poem’s history and her public interviews 
and fight against the retraction never said she and her brother risked 
smuggling it out in advance from the death cell in early evening of the 
«29th» The influential retractionist De Veyra invented it later from a vague 
statement of hers taken out of context. Read Austin Craig and H. Cruz, 
among others and see that she simply heard from her brother in the death to 
keep or preserve the cooker-lamp as a remembrance, and to look later inside 
for verses. The entire staged pile of keepsakes and leftovers were delivered 
to the family after the execution. To make sure of his enemies’ approval for 
recovery of these as he requested, he put on too a respect-earning show of a 
fellow brave’s courage at death. Its “dynamite” of a defiant-tender death 
poem, which vowed constancy to his own beliefs, attributed his death on his 
enslaving oppressor-executioners’ “faith that kills.” This heroic martyred 
freethinker meant it, with related other smuggled messages in the shoes, to 
be his unretracting bombshell. How is it that his people as a whole were 
kept in the dark about that to this day? That is to be expected in Catholic 
schools. But in non-Catholic universities as well? 


So huge a boulder the unretracting death poem represents up our virtual 
mountain of conclusive no-retraction evidence that this ongoing unfinished 
book, when completed by late 2011, will include two detailed documented 
chapters to further conclusively confirm this historic poem as being indeed 
the defiant-tender death poem of Rizal. There we will have space and time 
to weigh retractionists’ counterclaims. Dr. Quibuyen and others accept rebel 
General Alvarez’s recollection decades later of an implied December 29 
smuggling out of the poem. The latter’s memoirs reported its immediate 
relaying and handover to him and rebel chief Bonifacio in Cavite around 
noon next day! So ridiculous and contradicted by too many known facts it 
really is and should be regarded kindly as false memory. Philippine 
Freemasonry before the Second World has been so far the only organization 
national in scope that has officially defended the hero from his alleged 
ignominious recantation. It championed the defiant-tender death poem’s 
completion in the death cell on December 29, 1896. It meant to include wee 
hours of the succeeding day. Huge conclusive no-retraction proof that, it 


proclaimed loud and clear in 1939. All the more do my own researches 
reported but ignored since 1996 deepen, extend, confirm its crucial dating 
of implied finishing and smuggling out to the world on December 29-30, 
1896. Historical Jesus specialist James Tabor put it nicely on page 59 of his 
major 2006 book: “History...is an open process of inquiry that cannot be 
bound by the dogmas of faith. Historians are obligated to examine whatever 
evidence we have...even if shocking and sacrilegious to some.” 


Irrelevant Demand for Handwriting Consensus 


And now to return to the very important point of handwriting analysis, for a 
final resolution of that sub-issue in view of the Catholic nationalist clamor 
for foreign experts’ consensus on the 1935-discovered document’s 
authenticity. Leon Ma. Guerrero, you recall, cockily claimed in his 
government-aided and most influential biography-textbook that a sterling 
seasoned Judge of Court would officially declare for authenticity. Not so, in 
the absence of its maker swearing to its authenticity in court. In this 
extraordinarily important case where the various Philippine handwriting 
examiners of the broad five-sentence document have divided into warring 
camps, it is not honest for the retractionists to cry, against the virtual 
mountain of conclusive anti-retraction evidence: “We must all meanwhile 
respect the document, until three-to-five leading foreign handwriting 
experts render a conclusive consensus-verdict.” The conflicting local 
handwriting examiners of that document attest to how imperfect an art and 
science is the examination of relatively short questioned written documents. 
A so-called hardworking “golden arm” (like the alleged forger of the 
retraction, Roman Roque) could fool even the best so-called experts. 
Archives of many investigative and financial institutions worldwide teem 
with such relatively short written documents whose absolute authenticity 
cannot be determined through a consensus-finding by the experts. Hence, 
no such elusive consensus-finding by the most highly regarded foreign 
experts, either for or against, can be assured in Rizal’s particular case, 
where, to begin with, the 1935-found document did not yet exist at the time. 
Nor would fully context-informed reputable foreign experts, in the face of 
this chapter’s virtual mountain of conclusive anti-retraction evidence 
consciously take on the questionable responsibility of deciding and settling 
this extraordinarily important case on a consensus-finding of three-to-five 


chosen handwriting experts. They would most probably see no further need 
for an unlikely consensus verdict among them, as in the case of large 
numbers of accepted forgeries of history sufficiently established to be so 
from a thorough internal and external analysis. To repeat: handwriting 
analysis is like the weather an imperfect science such that even if 
handwriting experts were to agree that Rizal’s Letter Opposing ‘1896’ was 
forged because it differed in some ways from his typical penmanship, 
highly critically informed scholars would still not believe them. And for 
justifiable reasons. 


The insistent demand by retractionists for a conclusive determination by the 
best foreign handwriting experts pragmatically amounts to a dishonest ploy 
by last-ditch faith-influenced supporters of the retraction. It is a plea for 
intellectual and moral respect towards an abhorrent character-neutralizing 
proclamation, until such time as an elusive group of questionable technical 
experts abroad can issue its consensus finding. It subtly pleads for respect 
towards accommodation and further procrastination in resolutely resolving 
the matter. It pleads for accommodation towards the increasingly popular, 
“Tt does not matter either way for appreciation of Rizal’s character, prime 
mission, heroic significance, or greatness.” What? Such a crime against 
humanity dismissed just like that? For that is what the broad five-sentence 
retraction of beliefs and deeds attributed to the world-heroic Rizal amounts 
to. Such a demand for foreign experts’ handwriting determination should by 
now at this very late date be considered moot and academic, a red herring. 
It is a dishonest ploy so authors and teachers may continue respecting the 
retraction and its influenced paradigm about the hero in their popular books 
and classrooms. It subtly hides failure of the affirmative side, on whom 
burden of proof resides, to conclusively support its belief in the broad 
religious, philosophic and sociopolitical document’s truth as they pretend it 
minimally concerned pure faith alone. History teems with documents (e.g. 
insertions in Josephus’ famous ancient book, hundreds of medieval decrees 
including the Pseudo-Isidorian Forgeries, Donation of Constantine, etc.) 
which through researched arguments as those used here have been shown 
and accepted by scholars, both lay and clerical, to be forgeries. And this 
without need for further elusive consensus on authenticity by the world’s 
best so-called handwriting experts. Read the previously named Christian- 
origins historians for their dozens of conclusively settled forgeries and 


fabrications, without need for a conclusive consensus-finding by 
handwriting experts. In Rizal’s case its ‘in-your-face’ still firmly growing 
mountain of anti-retraction evidence suffices for historic closure. And we 
are justified in asking: “Why do Philippine historians and educators as a 
whole refuse to see this Rizal-vindicating mountain of conclusive anti- 
retraction evidence right before their eyes and looming over them. The 
Jesuit historian Arcilla years ago in his newspaper column criticized them 
as not reading enough. Rizal would call that mental indolence compared to 
those countries he cited as industrious and advanced. Their Catholic faith 
must play a big role as well in their belief in the retraction. Or in their 
respect for Catholic sensitivities about the issue. This disproof of the 
retraction that churchmen conspired to extract and faked at the end proves it 
is time to talk and write of the top Philippine hero as a faith-killed 
freethinker. Let’s not hide that any longer by always talking and writing that 
Spain, his alleged main mortal enemy, killed him as a rebel. 


CONCLUSION 


There is effectively no chance for the alleged retraction to be true and 
authentic in the face of such a mountain of conclusive anti-retraction 
evidence. We should conclude from this fact of the retraction’s forgery that 
Rizal knowingly chose to die instead for his church-condemned Masonic 
scientific humanist convictions. And he managed to remind us so just in 
time towards the end of his death poem vowing constancy to it and 
contrasting it to his executioners’ killing faith. Because of the now 
established fact of the recantation’s forgery, eliciting no more justified 
belief nor respect, almost all the Rizal textbooks and biographies need 
revisions and rewriting to reflect that conclusive finding. We should also 
conclude from the fact of the retraction’s forgery that the religiously long- 
nursed plan to obtain it, preferably at Rizal’s most vulnerable deathbed 
moments, tempted the pious plotters to lobby for his legal death-sentencing 
as an accused rebel. This theocratic religious motive for his elimination 
explains the stupid irresponsible rejection by his judges of the innocence- 
proving mid-December 1896 Open Letter condemning the uprising—on the 
flimsiest ridiculous excuse that it could have been more categorically 
worded. The death-dealing charge’s truth no longer mattered, if it mattered 
at all and he could, anyway, be considered a subversive separatist for his 


church-state separatist writings. The zealots’ retraction plans called for 
pulling off a fabricated version in case persuasion with threats of Hellfire, 
and other incentives still somehow failed to work on the Indio heretic at 
death’s fearsome doors. These incentives included marriage permit, 
financial aids (Balaguer actually admitted being authorized to offer the 
latter), other end-times pressures. Plan B thinking was implicitly 
encouraged by the Archbishop’s instruction to the Jesuits, as admitted by 
the latter, “to do everything necessary to obtain the dying man’s retraction”. 
Unwittingly it seemed implicit also in the cable sent by a correspondent to 
his Madrid paper of being assured, most probably by a priest-insider, that 
the dying convict would surely make a retraction before the day was over. 


That Rizal did not retract but issued a defiant death poem instead shows all 
the more the bone-deep depths of his church-condemned scientific 
rationalism and its peaceful clamors for individual freedoms in a 
democratic regime of church-state separation. It ran even a lot more deeply 
than he showed in his still widely unknown explosive Voltairean satires, 
which Dr. De Pedro did not mention or analyze but which I will in the next 
chapters to support a related claim of Rizal being practically retraction- 
immune. Opus Dei scholar De Pedro and his fellow traditional Catholics 
should stop portraying Rizal as an incomplete half-baked or sham- 
freethinker, and thus naturally vulnerable towards full reconversion on his 
deathbed. Deeper than in Galileo’s case his rationalism and commitment to 
scientific method ran, comparing well with that of his most admired 
Voltaire and Darwin. Could the latter two have conceivably retracted at 
death back to their respective old faiths? “No”, scientifically oriented 
scholars would in unison cry. So with Rizal, a Christian-Origins student too 
who transformed fully into a scientific humanist by the late 1880s. By then 
not a single distinctively specific Catholic dogma remained intact in his 
core of cores, contrary to what Dr. De Pedro reported in his darkly inspired 
Opus Dei book. In Real Jesus Studies, numerous lines, passages, notes, 
accounts, letters are accepted as forgeries through thorough internal and 
external analysis, independently of the need for a debatable consensus 
among the best handwriting analysts. For example, no serious scholar 
questions anymore the forgery of Jesus’ alleged letter to Abgarus. So should 
it be in regard in regard to the alleged retraction in Real Rizal Studies. 


It is really time now for world Catholicism to give up their destructive and 
toxic belief in the retraction and its inspired paradigms, chief among them 
being the highly nationalistic one criticized here for special mention. Their 
intertwined false reign to this very late day has been a very big contributor 
to the nurtured widespread ignorance of Rizal’s depths of character, thought 
and prime mission among his Fourth and Third World peoples. World- 
renowned Philippine biologist of U.C. Santa Barbara, Raul K. Suarez, 
formulated that mission in these words in his December 17, 2009 piece for 
the “Philippine Star”: “Need for a revolution of the mind”. He deplores with 
many other observers like this writer that such deep character and cultural 
change so passionately promoted by the hero still needs to happen in 
sufficient depth and breadth for sustainable entry into the highly civilized 
and bar-raising First World. This prime message has been suppressed, 
neglected, confused, darkened by the retraction-respecting nationalists who 
distorted and misrepresented the hero as being above all a pro- 
independence nationalist, killed for it by a brutalizing colonial Spain, said 
falsely to be his main enemy. 


The time has come, indeed, to replace the retraction-respecting highly 
nationalistic paradigm with its opposite described and briefly explored here. 
It’s time to view the retraction’s all-influencing power to this late date in the 
21° century as a monument to Philippine Fourth-and-Third-World 
benightedness and whose symptoms and causes Rizal pioneered in 
exposing. And seen widely to this day in the usual voting into high posts of 
killers, thieves, warlords, vote-buyers, cheats, dolts, mutineers, womanizers, 
suspected or convicted criminals, dynasts, ‘celebs’, ‘Imeldifics’, ‘do- 
nothings’, ‘show biz’ stars from the movies, sports and media. Blame for 
the alleged retraction’s overlong staying power should be thrown as well at 
his culpably complicit race and peoples whose character and culture he died 
in vain to radically change towards civilized modernity’s highest ideals. An 
alien and accidental chief hero he remains in truth to them. Disrespected 
should be false teachers (like Opus Dei’s Dr. Javier de Pedro) of this iconic 
champion of basic rights martyred by church and its theocracy. The same 
scorn should be shown those who under the retraction’s or respect for it 
write or dramatize aspects of his life on film (such as the wildly hailed main 
one years ago), plays, musicals under influence of his alleged retraction. 
The same goes for supposed authorities like some of the hero’s famous 


descendants. And so let us reply to the former Supreme Commander of the 
so-called Knights of the hero, a former Chief Justice, who wrote on official 
stationery dated 3 January 2007: "Whether Rizal retracted or not is a non- 
issue". These kinds of teachers and writers deserve to be told: "Get it right, 
you bastards, and clear his name! Reproduce copies of this disproof to share 
with your local and foreign networks to put an end to all this nonsense 
about Rizal.” 


Opus Dei Book's Darkened Rizal & Why - Chapter 4 
Opus Dei Book's Darkened Rizal and Why - Chapter 4 


Chapter 4 

Dr. De Pedro’s Freethinker Find & Mine 
Don’t give any copy [of Noli] to 

just anyone... he might just burn it... 
—JPR to J. Ma. Basa, 1888 

...in this land of the brain-damaged... 
—Phil. Stareditorial, 2/14/2009 

W.O.W. Philippines! 


Wonder of wonders, indeed: its chief national hero’s veneration without 
understanding! By virtue of this ongoing work, especially the previous 
chapter’s disproof of the retraction, and this its including the next chapter 
that well-known finding of venerating with no understanding can be 
understood more profoundly. In fact: “It is as if he were truly the country’s 
accidental chief hero,” its venerators clueless as to their chief hero’s core- 
identity and nature. We shall further see this here. Hardly anyone among its 
educated classes and English-illiterate masses has understanding of their 
chief hero’s main mission; this as awesomely manifested in his first 
historical novel; and whom he rightly blamed for his death. This is just for 
starters in regard to his “core identity”: who he was, what inherent motives 
and beliefs drove him, what he valued most of all. 


Tourists attracted to the country by all sorts of official come-ons who might 
take a chance on this five-chapter meatiest of Rizal books can rightly 
ponder its “wonder of wonders”. They can rightly wonder why their host 
country’s inhabitants don’t really have a clue on their chief hero’s true 
central core identity as fully revealed and defended here in this ongoing 
work to include five more chapters and their respective endnotes. I hope 


some local opinion-makers of “a nation that does not read” will be curious 
enough to take a critical look at this agenda-setting book full of findings not 
generally known. The phrase in quotation marks about a non-reading nation 
is by the popular historian-columnist, A. R. Ocampo, from his column of 
October 8, 2010. He’s written such stuff before, many times over as many 
years. I agree with him; so does everyone I know, especially if we’re talking 
about serious reading for critical thinking in English, effectively the 
Philippines’ language of higher education and higher-order thought. “Hell, 
we loathe books, raze trees and settle for making babies”, Inquirer’s C. 
Quiros just now (November 29) railed against self-inflicted ignorance. 


A group of nationalistic anti-American historians, like Dr. Floro Quibuyen 
in his very ambitious book first published in 1999, claim that the 
revolutionary masses, the peasantry in particular together with their rebel 
leaders during the last decade of Spanish rule and early years of American 
occupation, had a true understanding of their “Tagalog Christ”, who joined 
them in armed rebellion. He was killed by Spain for it, whom he regarded 
as the chief enemy. That’s nationalistic myth-making, into which, alas, the 
otherwise respected Quibuyen falls. In this regard I side with the other 
pious nationalistic anti-Americans, like the historian Agoncillo, who deny 
that the masses read the Spanish-writing Rizal’s challenging ideas discussed 
in his books, essays, poems, and letters. And that they venerated with no 
understanding at all. 


The same kind of remarks apply to his explosive first historical novel titled 
Noli me tangere (“touch-me-not”). De Pedro’s book under review here 
deserves wider reading for its wealth of European background necessary for 
full understanding not just of Rizal’s central core identity but with respect 
to properly understanding his Noli. An energetic critical reading, the lack of 
which Rizal considered mental indolence comprising part of the 
“Indolence” tendencies he essayed on, of De Pedro could make one realize 
how revolutionary (in its sense of nonviolent radical) its author truly was. It 
would inform its readers on what Rizal regarded early on as his life’s chief 
mission, which he declared with shocking force in his Voltairean 
freethinker’s Noli. I agree with Dr. De Pedro that young Rizal’s book aimed 
at no less than, to quote him, “total war against the religious establishment.” 
The Voltairean author singled it out as the main enemy of radical individual 


improvement and empowerment for progress. To raise awareness to that 
was its main purpose. Contrary to sponsors of the mid-1950s Rizal Law, its 
main aim was not to stir up his peoples’ nationalistic or separatist thoughts 
and feelings against Spain. However, his advocacy included clamors for 
radical reforms against inept, unjust and corrupt administration, a far cry 
from espousing pro-independence subversion. 


Had Catholic Filipinos known of his anti-Catholic chief mission above; had 
they known of his stress on radical improvement from their weaknesses and 
vices, it is doubtful they would have wildly hailed him and his book to the 
high heavens. If later in 1996 they had known as well of his name’s false 
use and actual objections to rebellion it is doubtful they would have chosen 
him to be their chief national hero. Rizal was right to urge his close friend 
Jose Basa to be careful in distributing his religiously explosive freethinker’s 
book: “Because its reader might just burn it!” Something of the sort may 
still apply to 21' century Catholic Filipinos now that they know from 
priest-scholar De Pedro himself of the freethinker identity of the church- 
condemned book’s author, a claim I confirm more deeply and extensively 
here. As such he perceived his and his book’s main enemy-cancer as 
Catholicism and its theocracy itself, as this was fully operated by Spain for 
and in its Philippine colony. Could this be the generation the freethinking 
anti-Catholic Tasio imagined when he sighed loosely?: “I’m really writing 
not for this generation but for a future one more ready to read it, more 
willing to find out and to understand.” 


Instructive Internet Example 


The endlessly debating folks at RP-Rizal@yahoogroups.com, would surely 
profit from careful reading of De Pedro’s information-packed book. These 
fans of the hero supposedly form a worldwide study-group with over a 
thousand members. They would profit from that thick book’s necessary 
background information and be forced to face the fact that the young Rizal 
who wrote his explosive first historical novel they’ ve long been debating 
was a church-condemned Voltairean freethinker! And it certainly shows in 
that book’s anti-Catholicism. My own findings deepen that finding down to 
the bone-deep levels of Rizal’s central core identity. That being the case, 
most of the endless questions and disputes about this and that passage (at 


this very late day in the 21°‘ century) would resolve themselves quickly 
with finality if they remembered that an Enlightenment-type freethinker, 
one who was also a Masonic scientific humanist, wrote those disputed 
passages. What could Rizal have meant or intended to say when he made 
this comment or put those words in this or that character? Such disputed 
words and passages deserve to be read and decided accordingly. For, what 
else could a church-condemned freethinker have meant? By his own 
admissions and actions the otherwise Voltairean thrower of thunder and 
bolts at his international chief enemy—medieval theocratic Catholicism 
(not Spain itself)—restrained, censored out, softened his book’s hardest- 
hitting passages. He obviously didn’t want to totally alienate his Catholic 
family, religious friends and people about such sensitive matters. 


What was the main touchy social cancer exposed or attacked by the novel; 
were there others; can we rank them in relative importance? Did the hero 
confine his critical attacks to abuses of Spanish regular priests (friars), or 
include their imposed organized faith itself in his total war with them? Did 
he critically expose as well (for radical improvement) his own peoples’ so- 
called complex of weaknesses, defects, and vices? What “superior” modern 
standards of comparison did he assume to be universally valid? Was his 
book’s chief aim-and-message, as assumed by the retraction-respecting 
nationalistic Rizal law of 1956, stirring up thoughts and feelings for a 
separate nation-state? These all-important questions can be answered with a 
deep sense of closure by always remembering that a Voltairean freethinker, 
thus a child and champion of the Enlightenment, wrote that church- 
condemned book in question. If Filipinos would just critically read De 
Pedro’s freethinker finds made manifest in the Noli me tangere, this would 
guide them to the best researched answers to those big questions above. 
And we wouldn’t debate them endlessly. By “we” or “they” I mean really 
the very few who care enough to know deeply about their otherwise 
scorned race and peoples’ finest exemplar ever. And what he regarded as 
his prime mission, whom he regarded in his book as chief enemy-cancer 
(the Church-and-its-theocracy, as we shall further see) and why. They 
would understand as never before why that highly alarmed enemy naturally 
regarded him in return as the prime enemy-cancer of Spain’s Philippine 
colony to be removed and neutralized by all means fair or foul, starting with 
official condemnations as heretic and separatist enemy of Spain deserving 


arrest and the “meting out of what he deserved,” as religiously controlled 
media put it. 


In spite of my disagreements with him I agree with De Pedro’s assessment 
of the evidence which clearly showed the mature Rizal at the top of his 
intellectual and moral development as firmly opposed to the violent rising 
of 1896. Many pious nationalists have painstakingly tried to show the 
contrary, as Dr. Quibuyen did mightily in his 1999 ambitious book driven 
mainly by that aim. Rather than deny the facts waived at them by their more 
zealous rivals, I’d face it and plumb the depths instead of Rizal’s core 
identity to understand his categorical opposition to armed revolt in 1896, 
which put rebel chief Bonifacio to raging against him as coward and 
deserving to be neutralized somehow. Whether we agree with Rizal or not, 
he had a historically reasoned dread of the likely horrors of nation-states 
violently surging ahead from the colonized Fourth and Third Worlds (as 
Haiti and others did, for instance). His ruthlessly self-critical studies and 
theory of a “culturally brutalized” people too intellectually and morally 
handicapped for modern prosperous statehood made him see things 
differently from the rebel leaders, who falsely used his name to recruit and 
wage a war with Spain. As a freethinker in the mold of a Masonic scientific 
humanist he felt naturally compelled to stress the need first for radical 
individual improvement of mentality and character in a regime of 
increasingly more earned individual and local freedoms. He felt inherently 
compelled to prefer reasoned discourse, in the last analysis during his most 
mature years of total reflections in Dapitan, as the way to resolve conflicts 
with Spain, not the wasteful carnage of armed violence and war. That’s 
what he said, wrote, and implied, repeatedly all through the latter-half of 
1896 in particular. De Pedro implied agreement with that view more or less. 
He would certainly testify to Rizal’s heroic love of homeland whose 
intensity and authenticity no one could possibly question: 


Patriotism as described in the Noli me tangere.... his love for the country... 
had little in common with the nationalist exaltation that derives from the 
mistaken principle of unity of destiny and has filled with blood all the paths 
of the world under the labels of German spirit, Russian spirit, Anglo-Saxon 
spirit , to mention just a few. Much less was it related to the nationalism 
that would be skillfully manipulated by Marxist theoreticians. ...In the Noli 


there is patriotism...a virtue that moves men to honor the country and to 
participate in the realization of common good as loyal citizens... 


That’s from page 82, De Pedro noting its compatibility with universalistic 
aspects of Catholic Christian thought. 


Only a Hypothesis, not Solid Theory? 


However, what concerns us most in this chapter is De Pedro’s earlier report 
centering on his anti-Catholic freethinker finds about his iconic subject 
when barely 22 in summer in Paris. And how the latter in a eureka moment 
of enlightenment then embarked on a “total war of extermination against 
the religious establishment [including its faith-shield] in Noli me tangere”. 
That paraphrases his own words on the matter. Here is the key formulation 
of his freethinker find, which of course I consider too understated and 
subconsciously influenced by his championing of Rizal’s alleged retraction 
of church-condemned beliefs and works. 


I propose the hypothesis of a sudden enlightenment, the consequence of an 
extraordinarily intense emotional reaction which transformed the twenty- 
two-year-old Jose Rizal into a freethinker in a few days’ time... in Paris, 
summer of 1883.... Indignation [at Paciano’s latest on priestly abuse] and 
passion for revenge had transformed the twenty-two-year-old into a 
freethinker...From that moment on Rizal jumped into action, and the Noli 
[done at 25] would be its outcome. 


So did this review-essay’s Opus Dei book by Dr. Javier de Pedro announce 
on page 51 a major finding of his painstaking research over many long 
years. I would call your serious attention to its telltale words and tones 
expressive of and indicating the influence of its author’s faith and belief in 
Rizal’s alleged retraction. Hence, not at all was the conversion and 
transformation implied in his announcement that of a fully cumulatively 
convinced freethinker, and even starting when he was still 18 as I shall 
contend. It was ‘a sudden enlightenment’ at age 22. It was an emotion- 
driven transformation; intellectually half-baked at most, darkly inspired for 
revenge against a really small bunch of personally hated Spanish regular 
missionary priests called friars. And which could be repented for and 
retracted at the end of his life. 


“The removal of the [religious] cancer was ... a duty”, Rizal felt deeply 
according to De Pedro on his page 55 and other pages of his book. At least 
he is clear, like Austin Coates was in his famous 1968 work, that Rizal did 
not regard Spain’s rule itself as the social cancer for removal. He and I 
would disagree with Coates, however, that Rizal was not anti-Catholic. He 
supposedly did not attack the friars’ dogmatically instilled faith-shield. This 
is typical historian’s blindness. He did! For that matter all churchly official 
condemnations of his first book, including the postwar one of the Philippine 
Hierarchy have denounced Rizal extreme Voltairean attacks on dogmas, 
doctrines and related key practices. But we can all agree, I think, that even 
as he attacked Spanish maladministration as a cancer, deep down he 
admired Spain as a democratizing great nation and civilization, for all its 
reverses, troubles and crises. It got to First World, didn’t it, towards end of 
the 20" century? De Pedro wrote: 


The friars [their faith too—RB] were the most formidable obstacle to the 
progress of the Filipino people...they were the main enemies, and since the 
simple citizens so attached to them, it was imperative to destroy their public 
reputation. ..necessary [for] secularization of Philippine society....The 
friars [including their theocratic faith] were the social cancer that had to 
be extirpated....The removal of the cancer, was therefore, a duty. 


De Pedro is vague at times in his description of Noli’s main enemy-cancer, 
as if that term referred just to the friars, their excessive clericalism and 
abuses, but excluded their faith-shield itself in his attacks. Almost all other 
historians, biographers, and writers have given this impression as if to 
dishonestly make Rizal more acceptable to the Philippine Catholic public 
and educational authorities. But all rationalist freethinkers, especially 
Masonic Voltaireans and scientific humanists attack indoctrinating 
organized faiths on fiercely philosophic and politico-cultural grounds. They 
do so in the reasoned belief that such indoctrinated faiths damage brains 
and mentality, especially those of defenseless children. De Pedro stands out 
for calling the hero a rationalist freethinker who naturally in his Noli 
attacked both the friars and their faith. “He considered to be superstitions ... 
important aspects of the true Catholic faith,” he noted on page 5. On page 
95 he wrote that as a radical liberal ideologue Rizal saw the friars as 
“simply agents of dogmatism...natural enemies of progress and [individual] 


liberty...” De Pedro, however, confusingly weakens his freethinker find 
with qualifications, second thoughts, severe limitations on its depths. “The 
instantaneous metamorphosis” into rationalism in July-August 1883 in Paris 
was thus emotionally and suddenly triggered by his brother Paciano’s anti- 
priest letter dated on May 26, 1883. Rizal’s telltale reply in late July from 
Paris revealed the angry emotional and vengeful motives for suddenly 
turning into a freethinker at 22: 


If I had been there [my brother] I would have challenged him [that 
blackmailing priest] to go ahead and expose the faults of the dead priest 
[Fr. Leoncio]... like a dung beetle that...loves dirt and rubbish.... Woe to 
those who can only confront knowledge and virtue with stupid dogmatism 
and crude hypocrisy.... When I see so much fanaticism mixed with all those 
vile passions, when I see so much [resulting] misery in those Islands... 


Rizal seethed with moral indignation, indeed. Why not, under the 
circumstances? No one denies that. No one denies that this was one more 
confirmation and expression of the convictions of his own voracious 
readings and studies. With outrage he did react to the news about the 
supervising priest in question sent to recover parish funds of a departed 
priest, a close family friend as well. That bad priest reportedly extorted a 
money-guarantee from his own father, or else he would reveal secrets that 
might involve or embarrass the family. These were angry reactions 
consistent with a rationalist freethinker’s principles and concerns. But why 
should De Pedro regard that July 1883 letter as indicator of Rizal’s sudden 
emotional transformation into a freethinker? 


As I argue here and in the next chapter, Rizal was already a rationalist 
freethinker in Madrid itself, when still 21 and before the long summer in 
Paris. His mid-1883 study-vacation in Masonic freethinking Paris merely 
confirmed it while cumulatively reinforcing it. Note the letter’s references 
to rationalism’s intellectual and moral concerns for right “knowledge and 
virtue”. And its age-old revulsion at what freethinkers typically hold as 
code or synonym for instilled organized faiths: “stupid dogmatism and 
crude hypocrisy”. The angry reply to Paciano’s anti-priest letter expresses 
this culminating intellectual and moral disgust of a studious rationalist with 
“so much fanaticism...[resulting in] so much misery in those Islands...” It 


doesn’t point, as De Pedro claimed, to a sudden emotional conversion to 
rationalism driven by conflicting romantic and dark motives involving 
revenge. 


Rizal just kept on developing ever deeper into Masonic rationalism’s 
scientific humanist depths as his maturer body of works, letters, reflections 
show. A voracious reader hungry for advanced modern knowledge, he never 
stopped his scientific and ethnocultural studies beyond masteral and 
doctoral stages. A freethinker’s utterance that he put in the mouth of one or 
two admirable characters in the Noli, that Catholicism was not necessarily 
redemptively and civilizationally superior to the pre-Spanish Filipinos’ 
religion, he studied further and reinforced in later essays. You might 
disagree with his conclusions for being biased and bending over backward 
to make his scored race and people look good. That does not concern the 
objectively motivated search for his core beliefs and principles comprising 
central aspects of his identity. All this leads to the nagging question of why 
I and De Pedro draw fundamentally different conclusions from basically the 
same facts, sources, the one same underlying reality. I am forced to say 
again that from his retraction-influenced paradigm’s perspectives and lenses 
De Pedro sees the same underlying things accordingly to fit. This need no 
be a conscious process at all, but subconscious or both. On the other hand I 
wear seeing and thinking lenses shaped in part by previously evidence- 
justified retraction-rejecting perspectives. I hold this view to be much more 
objectively centered on the facts of course. 


Inherent Freethinker Predispositions 


By eighteen, Rizal in his poem to youth, already showed freethinking 
tendencies. He must have harbored such inherent dangerous tendencies 
earlier but suppressed or hid them well. At Manila’s Catholic university he 
sided with its reforms-seeking liberal students. In his May 9, 1895 letter to 
Blumentritt he recalled such tendencies back then of freely thinking for 
himself: “I doubted and questioned everything,” he wrote stunningly.. That 
probably inborn genetic tendency cumulatively developed fast in advanced 
modern Europe, including slowly imitating Spain. From facts De Pedro 
himself mentioned, it strongly appears that he joined church-condemned 
Freemasonry when he was still a very young 21. We’ll see why, shortly. By 


18, feeling increasingly cowled in a kind of Plato’s cave in the Dominican 
Pontifical University of Spanish Philippines (alluded to in his second 
novel), he sang out in effect in a famous poem: “Break free this day timid 
minds from your chains/Shackles fit for brutes bred in dark captivity/ Climb 
peaks of thought, talent, art, science...” That is a budding inborn 
freethinker’s song and he was crying out to himself too. Between its lines 
that barely escaped the censors’ ban, we can feel him already dreaming of 
modern freethinking Europe there to continue his university and advanced 
studies in regimes respectful of individual freedoms. Nothing would stop 
him from doing so, not his Jesuit and Dominican professors, from which he 
hid this project. Not even his very religious parents who were in mortal 
dread of the possible loss of his faith, and life too upon return to his 
country. 


At long last, at 21, he eagerly sailed for Madrid to enroll in its liberally 
modernizing university. Hungry for its kind of freethinking humanist and 
scientific learning he had long nursed and longed for but could not get 
under the theocracy in his country, he continued with medical studies there 
but enrolled simultaneously in the faculty of Philosophy and Letters. I shall 
argue that when he was still 21 he formally joined church-condemned 
Freemasonry then dominated by radical liberals and freethinkers. Masonry 
was then still illegal in Spain but not hounded and persecuted. So, I’ll have 
to disagree strongly with Dr. De Pedro’s hypothesis of Rizal’s sudden 
emotional transformation into a freethinker at age 22 in Paris. When you 
actually fully analyze his data and evidence, much of it argues against his 
hypothesis. 


Recall his previously cited July 20 letter from Paris recording a 
freethinker’s outrage at what an extorting priest had reportedly done. Rizal 
fired off another equally revealing one dated August 2, 1883. He had cooled 
down a lot and was his thoughtful self sharing with the family impressive 
things he had seen and experienced in Paris. But it also implied between the 
lines a continuing movement away from Catholicism into rational 
humanism. With a relaxed intellectual curiosity and joy he shared some 
revealing thoughts upon spending time at the French-venerated tombs of 
modern public philosophers Voltaire and Rousseau (of social the contract 


theory of natural rights). He wrote that both were among “the fathers of 
modern ideas”. Charles Darwin was honored there as well: 


I do not know if Darwin’s theory is acceptable; it has to be studied in order 
to decide what to believe in relation man’s creation... Here [in France] a 
farmer is much more learned than many Bishop there [in the Philippines]... 
I have also visited the ancient Abbey of Cluny...there the poor movers 
would rest.... One finds so many interesting things to see about those pious 
generations...the [torture] instruments of the Inquisition. .. 


His British biographer, Austin Coates, whom I had a chance to interview at 
length in the mid-1990’s (before his death a few years later), wrote of his 
iconic subject’s continuing scientific studies which led eventually to full 
embrace of Darwinism. Darwin himself was a freethinker and remains an 
enduring big hero of all freethinkers I’ve read about and have known. 
Continuity and development (though of a fast kind) thus characterized 
Rizal’s transformation from traditional theocratic Catholicism to full anti- 
Catholic rationalism and scientific humanism. But let’s go back to more 
data cited by De Pedro in support of his freethinker find. Take the 
December 30, 1882 letter from Madrid to mentoring liberal-minded brother, 
Paciano. In that letter is the famous line about his most passionate dream 
for his scorned Fourth-and-Third-World peoples: “I wish that the next 
generation in charge of Calamba [and country by extension] affairs would 
be enlightened, brilliant, intelligent, progressive.” That is every 
freethinker’s dream for his fellows and this remained a primary constant to 
the very end. The Opus Dei defending champion of Rizal’s alleged full 
retraction could not help rhapsodizing about it: “Rizal found a home in the 
greatest and noblest part of liberal ideology.” There, doesn’t that indicate 
rapid growth into freethinker ideology or creed when he was still 21. Don’t 
the December 1882 letter’s voiced noble thoughts resonate with similar 
ideas of his youth’s best poem? With the December 30, 1896 Constancy 
Swan Song’s fourth stanza too (about his dreams when still a teenager). 


He read Voltaire (Will Durant rated him among the ten all-time great 
influential thinkers). Cover-to-cover, wrote De Pedro. He underscored too 
the immediate special influence on young Rizal of his highly esteemed 
world-history Spanish professor Miguel Morayta. As a Grand Freemason he 


most likely sponsored his young student’s initiation into Madrid’s Masonic 
Acacia Lodge. He stirred even more his exceptional Indio student’s lifelong 
admiration for the church-and-theocracy martyred freethinker Giordano 
Bruno. The latter’s scientific-philosophic hypothesis of an infinite cosmos 
with other inhabited worlds violently offended Catholic theology’s 
teachings then of uniquely created life on earth redeemed by the Son of 
God, Jesus of Nazareth. Bruno defiantly refused to retract his writings and 
teachings on the matter, not even before the Roman Inquisition’s fires. 
Some ideas of Bruno (and Galileo for that matter) reverberate in Rizal’s 
most anti-Catholic satires and essays in later years. In January 1883, when 
our subject was still 21, Professor Morayta personally wrote his brilliant 
freethinker-bent student to attend an evening discussion defense of 
freethinking and commemoration of Giordano Bruno’s martyrdom by the 
Roman church-and-theocracy in 1600, some two decades before Galileo 
was similarly threatened. What caused Morayta to issue his handwritten 
special invitation to meet other such admirers of Bruno and defenders of 
freethinking? It must have been the young Philippine student’s growing 
reputation as a fast-evolving freethinker of sorts. Official Masonry has lost 
the original records of initiation but it most probably took place soon after 
the January 1883 event just mentioned. One or two other such follow-up 
gatherings soon after and the formal entry into Masonry occurred before the 
end of his first cadmic year, as I argue further in the next chapter. No, I 
think that on the basis of his own data De Pedro’s “freethinker hypothesis” 
does not hold water as the saying goes. The cumulatively developing deeply 
intellectual transformation into rationalism took place in Madrid, when 
Rizal was still 21. He just kept on maturing and developing in stature 
among liberal and progressive Spaniards he interacted with. They came to 
accept him as if he were a coequal Spaniard, a fellow Spanish citizen 
enjoying the same individual rights, all wishing that the same individual 
freedoms could be extended and implemented in Spain’s Philippine colony. 


Among Progressivists too 


Let us look at other data cited by De Pedro that leads naturally to the 
alternative claim I advanced above. De Pedro wrote that upon arrival in 
Madrid, its university’s more progressive or radical “Krausist” liberals 
awed him, Morayta included. It was easy to come by polemical literature 


such as this by radical “Krausist” parliamentarian Francisco Sufier of the 
previous first federal (short-lived) democratic republic of the late 1860s and 
early 1870s. 


The government declares freedom of association, but the religious 
communities whose purpose is to establish institution contrary to freedom, 
integral parts of the oppressive and shameful ancient regime, cannot enjoy 
such freedom. That is why we are proposing that the communities should be 
urgently abolished, that their members be secularized and their privileges 
abolished. We have been under the influence of a religion that none of us 
has chosen, we accepted it later, but only moved by sentiments and respect 
for our mothers...even if in our own home we do not dare reveal our 
innermost thoughts. The notion of faith, heaven and God are already worn- 
out. The new ideas are science and man. 


Consider this information that confirms the radical extent of Rizal’s 
skeptical rationalism: the Krausist influence from the German philosopher- 
educator Karl Krause. According to De Pedro Rizal absorbed a lot of 
thoughts from him too. The famous Spanish thinker-professor Julian Sanz 
del Rio brought back Krausist thought from his study-stay in Germany, as a 
secular alternative to Catholicism. They considered the latter to be the main 
obstacle to the civic, moral and material progresses of Spain, the other 
being gross ignorance and political despotism. De Pedro further explained: 
“Enthusiastic about his [Sanz del Rio] educational project, a group of the 
university professors gathered around him, among them were Francisco 
Giner de los Rios...and two future president of the First [1870’s] Republic, 
Emilio Castelar and Nicholas Salmeron.” In 1886, “when a ministerial 
decree imposed on university professors...public respect for Catholic 
Dogma, the Krausists openly opposed the government decision and lost 
their chairs...” Rizal sided with them in this regard. 


The eager curious new arrival from Spain’s still highly theocratic Philippine 
colony must have been discombobulated by the sight of all these freedoms. 
The old traditional policy of friar rule back home was preserved as a 
pragmatic necessity in view of so relatively few qualified lay Spaniards 
who could reasonably keep the Asian-Pacific archipelago together. And by 
lobbying of the religious themselves in Spain to preserve and strengthen the 


friarocracy. De Pedro gives more necessary background on this worth 
selectively quoting from: 


The monarchist restoration had skillfully accepted a reasonable portion of 
the moderate liberal programs and rejected the extremes. It was respect 
towards the Church and even protected it.... People pushing radical 
ideologies were at large, active within Masonic lodges, Krausists cells.... 
Free masonry was legally forbidden but not persecuted. The Krausists 
renewed their attempts to engineer a secularist modernization of the 
country... for art, science and nature...[with] faith in a inevitable 
progress.... The men of the progressivist liberal party were more 
aggressive... more anticlerical, among them Morayta and Pi y Margall, 
who soon fixed their eyes on the clever young Filipino newcomer... 


Again I cannot help observing that De Pedro’s own data belie his 
hypothesis of a sudden emotional conversion to rationalism at 22 in Paris. It 
all happened at deeper intellectual depths earlier in Madrid wherehe 
reportedly “immersed himself” in ...Larra, Voltaire, the French romantics 
[and rationalists]; [and] absorbed the lofty Krausist thought.... When Rizal 
returned to his diary after the last entry for 1882-1883, he would be another 
man of progressivist ideas.” De Pedro admits that Rizal struck ideological 
terror in Spanish churchmen back in Spain’s Asian bulwark of theocracy. 
He stressed that these had experienced it all before in the gradually and 
hesitantly liberalizing Spanish peninsula sine decades earlier: “The battle 
the religious [in the Philippines] were fighting was a fight against the 
ideological enemy that they could see coming and that they thought could 
be defeated by entrenching themselves in their privileged position.” That 
war arrived at long last with Noli me tangere! De Pedro rightly described its 
main aim on a number of pages in his book such as page 86. It aimed no 
less than at “total war against the religious establishment”. Its outrageous 
freethinker author in turn became for that religious establishment both in 
the colony and Spain the social cancer to be removed and neutralized at all 
cost, by whatever means. To be honest, can you blame the embattled 
churchmen in their theocratic Catholic colony from greeting with fury Noli 
and its fully Voltairean author? Starting in 1887-88 with their series of 
furious condemnations of the novel as rank heresy in practically every page, 
seditious against Spain besides. Calls voiced through their controlled media 


such as La Voz Espanola urged: “Arrest, try, sweep away, mete out what he 
deserves.” The “Noli’s” sequels (the Malolos essay, Vision of Fr. 
Rodriguez, the Filibusterismo, etc.) only escalated the level of hostilities 
and tense duel to the death. 


As I prepared this for the printer, Webmaster Dr. Robert L. Yoder of RP- 
Rizal discussion group on November 17 sent this out for comment: “The 
Roman Catholic Church tries to paint Rizal as an obedient Catholic but I 
don’t buy it. What do others think?” The retraction-respecting nationalist 
Edgar Millan weighed in towards end of the same month with this: “This 
false impression...that Rizal was against the Catholic religion...that is 
completely false.” For goodness’ sake, are you Rizal scholars still endlessly 
debating what generations ago should have already been a dead issue? You 
are recycling the same old questions over and over again, endlessly. Please 
take it from De Pedro, as I’ve extended and deepened his freethinker 
finding here and in the next chapter, that Noli’s young author was a properly 
church-condemned Voltairean freethinker. That means he was anti-Catholic 
and most definitely against both the Catholic religion and its abuses- 
producing theocracy. Not at all could you imagine him to be “an obedient 
Catholic”. Nor could you say he remained a Catholic, though like some he 
attacked the faith now and then. No, no, no, Dr. De Pedro, it is equally false 
of you to insist confusingly in your book, like on its page 269, that “He 
considered himself to be a Catholic even in his darkest and most critical 
hours.” Please, let us be honest to one another, let us call a spade a spade, 
like it or not. He was a Masonic scientific humanist as the next chapter 
further deepens--in the cut of a Voltairean freethinker. That makes him anti- 
Catholic, not a Catholic at all. How then could nearly all the historians, 
biographers, teachers and retraction-respecting nationalists deny or 
misrepresent these facts about their chief hero? W.OW., PHILIPPINES? 
Isn’t this public-interest matter worth looking into? 
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Chapter 5 

Still Attacking His Masonic Scientific Character 
Philippines is one of those... where politics is not 
issues-oriented.... When will its voters ever mature? 

—R. Tulfo, Inquirer, 8/27/2009 

No nation has ... such a stupid energy policy than we have. 
— A. Magno, Star, 11/6/2010 

Unamuno’s Greatest Blunder 


Dr. De Pedro’s Opus Dei-sponsored spiritual biography of Rizal promotes 
the still reigning view of the Philippine chief national hero as a Catholic 
overall: he lost much of it abroad but sort of kept it at core with a full 
retraction at death. Popular Philippine textbooks reader like that more or 
less. The commercial bestselling textbook of the two Dr. Zaides pander 
falsely on their page 185:“Rizal refused to give up his Catholic faith...He 
remained loyal to the Catholic religion.” In the face of Rizal’s own well- 
known frank admission to Fr. Sanchez in their long months together in 
1892-93 that he was “an unbeliever and a Mason,” and such other 
information you would have to be either dishonest or deluded to say what 
the Zaides said. The priest who recently informed the Inquirer of a vandal’s 
insult to Rizal at his big monument in Madrid with the words “Mierda de 
Mason”, explained too that the hero joined Masonry to help liberate his 
people. But near death he renounced it to fully reembrace Catholicism. Who 
lied more really: the “mierda vandal”, or the priest-informant who supplied 
false explanation under the influence of the reigning retraction-respecting 
nationalistic paradigm? 


De Pedro’s painstakingly researched version of a retracting Rizal killed by 
Spain as an accused violent rebel denied the philosophic-scientific depths of 
the national hero’s Masonic scientific humanism. In his core of cores the 
most basic Catholic dogmas remained intact, though in decline. He just 
cruelly pretended to be a fully anti-Catholic rationalist tormentor of some 
personally detested friars, by painting them all black. Like the great 
philosophical writer and Cervantes-specialist Miguel de Unamuno in 1907, 
he tried to show that Rizal’s studies in the very large subject of 
Enlightenment rationalism was incomplete, that of an amateur, not going 
deep below surfaces. And not sustained by continuing studies and 
reflections at deeper foundational levels but rather driven by conflicting 
emotional, psychological and political motives incorporating colonial 
liberation concerns with rights and reforms. Reasonable it was that at death 
he could repent and retract since his central core identity remained that of a 
Catholic. 


This brings me to mention the broadsheet Inquirer’s columnist John Nery in 
a recent piece of his I responded to by sending a reply to RP- 
Rizal@yahoogroups.com , with a copy to him. He revived a very old 
pertinent issue of why Unamuno, on the basis of false information from the 
Jesuit Pastells, attacked Rizal’s character. And, indirectly for me, Nery 
revived the question of why to this late date in the 21% century hardly 
anyone has defended this martyred national hero’s character with the 
outrage it deserves? Unamuno, basing his attack on the Jesuit Pastells’ anti- 
Masonic Rizal y su obra, claimed that the hero’s character suffered from an 
indecisively weak streak, from a prideful presumptuousness, dreamily 
averse to the impurities of reality typical of many romantic poets of his 
type. Dr.Trinidad Pardo de Tavera, who knew the hero well, both personally 
and in his writings, stood out from among the few who publicly defended 
the latter’s honor. In fact he gave the earliest magnificent defense of his 
heroic friend’s sterling character and radical reformist mission, implying 
firmly that he did not retract. Nor did he espouse violent rebellion in 1896. 
This firsthand defense has been ignored and scorned to this day thanks to 
partisan nationalists like the previously mentioned Dr. Floro Quibuyen. And 
the dominance to this day of what this ongoing work of mine, seemingly 
without end, has called the retraction-respecting nationalistic paradigm. 
Those under its influence cannot forgive Pardo de Tavera for eagerly 


convincing the Spain-replacing Americans of the hero’s nonviolent radical 
reformism. They opportunistically turned that patriotic humanist view of 
the hero into official orthodoxy, thus distorting and reversing peoples’ 
understanding of him as martyred nationalistic rebel. 


Here’s how Nery put the matter in his October 19, 2010 column. In his late 
1910s monograph Pardo rebutted these insulting criticisms on the hero’s 
principled character and core-identity: They are “not based on anything real 
... Supported by any act ... He desired [most of all] the advancement and 
welfare of the Filipino people... His dream was to conquer by reason an era 
of [individual] liberty and rights.... He advocated study and studied... died 
without flinching...” Pardo rejected the Pastells-provided claim that shortly 
before being executed, Rizal said to his confessor: “My [prideful] 
presumption has ruined me.... It is in Spain and in foreign countries where I 
was ruined.” Pastells’ anonymous 1897 anti-Rizal book bore the imprimatur 
of Barcelona’s archbishopric; it joined in the denunciation of the hero as a 
criminally seditious apostate. Nery could not help concluding that these 
claims “make Rizal confess in an indirect way that his execution was just” 
and deserved. Of course, obviously!, as explained in chapter three, 
remember?, in one of the disproofs to the alleged retraction’s fifth guilt- 
admitting sentence. 


Nery missed a big timely opportunity in raising his readers’ consciousness 
of his essay’s full significance and context. I think this arose from censoring 
himself in fully disclosing and stirring up still highly sensitive thoughts and 
feelings touching on the alleged Balaguer-extracted retraction. Recall from 
chapter three’s disproof that Pastells it was who first made it official for 
both the Jesuits and the church. in Barcelona. Rizal’s own December 29-30, 
1896 retraction and oral confessions directly and indirectly admitted his 
being turned into a violent rebel by Masons, liberals and freethinkers 
abroad. It may be unfair to expect Nery to say something touching on that 
to his mainly Catholic readers. However, he did agree with Pardo de 
Tavera’s insistence on the inner strength, dignity, fidelity to principles and 
reason of Rizal. He “knew full well he had never been ruined” in Spain and 
other European countries. 


Attacks’ Fancy Updating by De Pedro 


The scandalous attacks by Unamuno and Pastells (well-meaning in the 
former’s case) on Rizal’s character meant to attack as well the deepest 
foundations and integrity of his Masonic scientific humanism. It belongs to 
the family of retraction-rooted attacks on his otherwise sterling character 
and honor. De Pedro’s attacks, on the other hand, belongs to the latest most 
sophisticated developed kind, being his book’s central scholarly purpose to 
report and defend. Let us quote at some length to see this: 


The psychic tension of young Rizal in his search of a formula to lead his 
people along the path of progress, at a moment in his life when his 
Christian life was weak, 


because of the neglect of sacraments and prayer, the reading of authors 
hostile or dangerous to the faith, and the company he kept, crystallized in 
the sudden illumination of [Paciano’s letter dated in] May 1883 as a result 
of the emotional impact ... Rizal arrived at the subjective certainty ... [of] 
the friars, a social cancer that had to be removed for the Philippine people 
to be saved .... The effective solution was to provoke the people, making 
them see how wrong it was to permit themselves to be dominated by 
[them].... making it possible to establish the secular system of government 
that would be instrumental for the introduction of much needed reforms. 
Rizal’s subjective evidence did not come from the facts themselves....Rizal 
erred gravely in his generalized judgments about the friars as a religious 
and social group. 


It is necessary to underscore a trait that may not be perceived at first sight: 
Rizal, by constitution, had a Romantic temperament... [a] reaction to the 
dryness of the Enlightenment....The Romantic spirit fed on (exaltation of 
feelings and) on contradictions in opposition to cold reason...Remarks like 
that appear in many parts of his pro-church book including these below 
reminiscent of a similar one first made by Unamuno: 


It should be said that the originator of how the freethinker Rizal could 
retract so completely during the entire last night of December 29-30, 1896 
was not De Pedro but the world’s best Cervantes expert ever (according to 
Harold Bloom). Unamuno offered this flimsy hypothesis in his long 
Epilogue in W. E. Retana’s first complete biography of the hero, published 
in Madrid in 1907. Otherwise full of praises for his fellow liberal 


schoolmate (a couple of years ahead) he uncritically accepted the basic 
retraction version of Balaguer and Pastells. Recall that his was first declared 
anonymously in January-February 1897 in Barcelona, then made official for 
the Church later in the year in Rizal y su obra. Unamuno glossed over 
Rizal’s science, philosophy and history studies and lifelong life of thought 
and insisted wrongly that he remained essentially an amateur in regard to 
freethinking rationalism’s foundations and depths. The latter did not dive 
deep into the sustained depths of anti-Catholic Voltaireanism. 
Enlightenment rationalism’s sociopolitical agenda attracted him mainly. In 
his mostly poetic and Romantic heart of hearts some essential embers of his 
boyhood’s fond faith burst ablaze with such blinding light and inspiration 
that he could not resist. 


That’s how his otherwise highly admired Madrid schoolmate accounted for 
the spontaneous retraction at death’s doors. And why it could be manifested 
so piously, so passionately, so completely all nightlong of December 29-30, 
1896. Unamuno did no critical research on it, seemed ignorant of Rizal’s 
utterly profane Voltairean essays beyond the novels, the fully rationalist 
essays, and so on as he spun yarns about the weak nature of Rizal’s 
character: indecisive like a Hamlet, Romantic poetic dreamer like a Quijote, 
repelled by reality’s impurities, desiring bloody revolution and recoiling 
from its rivers of blood. Unamuno coined a word for him: a Catholic 
freebeliever! Philippine historians and biographers, the wildly hailed 
filmbio years ago by producer-director M. Abaya, jumped on that 
bandwagon. De Pedro should have given credit to Unamuno for their shared 
views. He didn’t. 


A Secret Budding Freethinker by 18? 


By all accounts he seemed possessed of an inborn sensitivity to injustice. 
You feel that in Noli me tangere bristles in its implied criticisms of inept 
and corrupt administration. What should be equally regarded inborn and 
inherent in is author is his passionate intellectual curiosity to find out and 
ask deep questions as to the why of things, events and appearances. In sharp 
contrast to his peers he read voraciously both school and non-school books 
to quench an inner yearning to know and think a lot more about what he 
was finding out. That inborn drive could not be completely smothered or 


channeled into culturally and religiously correct ways whether at home, 
with one’s peers, or with his Jesuit and Dominican professors. When still a 
teenager at around 17 he started manifesting telltales of his dangerous 
doubting and questioning nature, as he himself implied in the important 
May 9, 1895 letter to Blumentritt. He alluded to in his Memorias that he 
started writing a year later. It broke into a poetic epiphany restrained an 
coded just enough to escape the theocratic censors’ radar as a prize-worthy 
poem addressed to Philippine youth. But he in effect challenged it 
desperately to revolutionize its brains and minds, a central obsession of 
freethinkers worldwide they will tell you, since it is a core-aspect of the 
freethinker’s creed. This paraphrasing summary in verse catches the prize- 
winning poem’s essence, and the emerging permanent aspects of its young 
author’s core-identity, his internal image of himself. It just kept constantly 
developing throughout his short life of 35 years. 


Break free this day timid minds from your chainsShackles fit for brutes 
bred in dark captivity;Climb to peaks of thought, talent, art, science,Dare 
thus to redeem self then people and others. 


That is a natural freethinker’s song! It reverberates in his December 1882 
letter to Paciano on how he wished people back home were more 
enlightened, honest, intelligent, progressive. How is it that the adolescent 
Rizal was already voicing such thoughts so early in his later full 
transformation towards freethinking Masonic scientific humanism and 
world citizenship? Rizal scholars know he could keep secrets, and put them 
in code in his diary, satires and essays. He restrained his freethinker’s 
outrage and ranting disgust with so much ignorance, absurd doctrines, 
superstitiousness, stupidity, dishonesty, injustice, etc. Thus such severities, 
thunder and lightning he toned down in the Noli me tangere while in 
Germany. Understandably, for prudence, he did not want to totally alienate 
his Catholic readers, religious family members, friends and countrymen. He 
certainly toned down letters to his very pious mother, worried sick about his 
growing dangerous apostasy, to the point of intentional vagueness in some 
letters to her. He hid deep feelings of disgust and revulsion at so much 
fanaticism, absurd inculcated doctrines and rituals. Perhaps too much did he 
at times soften his complete “shipwreck of faith.” Considering that his total 
cultural upbringing and education in the theocratic colony included imposed 


total indoctrination in Catholicism and instruction in defense and accord 
with it, how indeed was it possible to burst out at 18 with an essentially 
freethinker’s poem? You should reread aloud, word for word, that verse-gist 
of his youth’s noblest poem. Its central freethinker’s thoughts remained 
constant with him, up through the very end in what I’ve correctly called his 
December 30, 1896 Constancy Swan Song. For, constancy to earliest 
patriotic dreams, clamors, teachings and creed from about 17 on until death 
at 35 was its central running theme. This is utterly contrary to how the 
retraction-respecting nationalists who antedated and neutralized the poem 
tell its meanings. Visit historic Fort Santiago’s “Adios” room, and see what 
I mean—to your outrage I hope. 


That is the Rizal his ignored and scomed friend, Dr. Trinidad Pardo de 
Tavera defended magnificently from both the retractionists and revolution- 
espousing nationalists. From my own work’s findings, I’d have to say Pardo 
de Tavera’s turns out to be the objectively accurate version of Rizal he 
made known to the conquering Americans at the end of the 19" century and 
start of the 20". The baffled unbelieving racial supremacists couldn’t 
believe there existed such noble scientific humanist among natives whom 
they scorned as “Pacific Negroes.” But their own topmost leaders, scholars, 
biographers, writers, as a whole eventually confirmed Pardo de Tavera’s 
understanding of the hero. Those who overcame their racism embraced 
Rizal as their own admirable hero as well and co-sponsored his rise to chief 
national hero above all others. In respect to this chapter’s title-topic, it 
should be observed that they as a whole never insulted his character and 
Masonic scientific humanism, as the Spaniards and Filipinos cited here did. 
Rizal surely reminded the leading Spain-replacing Americans of the noblest 
thoughts of their own Enlightenment-inspired founding fathers and early 
leaders, many of them freethinkers and Masons themselves. Luck favored 
this confirmation of him as deserving chief hero because this nonviolent 
humanistic image of him suited their pacification needs and self-proclaimed 
civilizing mission of radically transforming a Fourth and Third World 
people towards the requirements of a future First World nation-state. 
Putting it in today’s modern terms, Pardo de Tavera told the surprised 
Americans that his close heroic friend Rizal sought most of all the total 
radical improvement of his people (from the Fourth and Third Worlds) 


towards parity in mentality and achievement levels with that of the First 
World. 


That’s putting it in modern terms but that is what the martyred Masonic 
freethinker Rizal was about, he who in 1892-1893 firmly told Jesuits 
Sanchez and Pastells that he was an unbeliever. Strangely, De Pedro himself 
noted that in the school year 1878-79 in Manila the 17-year-old “Rizal 
himself started to doubt everything, to question everything. Is it possible the 
storm refers to in his Memorias, initiated just a year later, refers to these 
doubts?” Yes, Dr. De Pedro, in view of this chapter and the previous one. 
And in view of his poetic freethinker’s cry at 18. The previous chapter 
suggested the historically momentous induction into Church-condemned 
and demonized (as Satanic) Freemasonry took place in Madrid, this with 
help from his own highly impressed Masonic professor. Most likely when 
he was still 21, especially in view of his just mentioned freethinker 
predilections when still in adolescence. A very large overlap in both 
membership and beliefs existed between Masonry and freethinking 
rationalism. The former’s popular Scottish Rite motto is an Enlightenment 
freethinker’s creed as well: “Human progress is our cause, liberty of 
thought our supreme wish, freedom of conscience our mission, and equal 
rights to all people our ultimate goal.” A deeply shared value of both was 
lifelong study for continuous improvement of mind and morals. In Masonry 
Rizal found another learning center for deepening his Masonic scientific 
humanist studies. It believed too in church-state separation and the required 
belief in a nonsectarian Architect of the Universe. As a typical scientific 
rationalist freethinker of the times, Rizal believed in such a deistic-theist 
God. He prayed to it but without asking for personal favors and miracles on 
his and others’ behalf. It or he was for him guide to conscience and moral 
choices. Its or his chief revelation was to be apprehended from nature itself 
and not scriptures. At times he described unknowable qualities of his 
ineffable God in agnostic terms and overtones. Most if not all Masons of his 
acquaintance thought like him in a fully liberal-progressive brotherhood of 
self-improvement seekers. His turning into a Mason when still 21 follows 
naturally in the wake of his previously cited budding freethinker’s poem of 
1879, and the December 1882 letter to Paciano. 


That’s the creed he supposedly denounced in his sweepingly worded 
retraction. Rather did he firmly reaffirm it defiantly in his December 30, 
1896 Constancy Swan Song: “Constant am I in repeating the essentials of 
my faith.” He explained to Fr. Pastells a few years earlier that he used the 
word “faith” in its sense of factually and logically reasoned beliefs, rather 
than in the usual sense of “fe”, or 


faith. He used that one-syllable word in his poems because, unlike English. 
Spanish lacked a powerful and poetic one-syllable word for creed or belief, 
other than “fe”. He surely included his belief in Masonry’s faith or creed in 
that quoted line from Adios. His Masonic humanist creed ever deepened in 
his mature years, as in his famous 1890s speech before his Masonic 
brotherhood, on “Science, Virtue, Work in Masonry.” Some telltale 
passages from it: “Humanity will not be redeemed while reason is not free, 
while faith will continue to impose against the facts, while whims are 
laws...” A ringing passage reminded them of the faith-fed eliminationist 
persecutions of such thinkers as Copernicus, Bruno, Galileo, and many 
other scientists and philosophers eager to make their contributions to the 
times’ emerging modern thought. Those inquisitorial persecutions, threats, 
demonizations delayed the progress of science for centuries, he stressed in 
that talk and essay. He mentioned that these innovators of thought found 
protection and a home in Masonry. He attacked obscurantist churchmen, 
those befuddled who “called virtue believing in the impossible and rejecting 
the conclusions of science and experience.” And for regarding blind “belief 
in the absurd” as virtue. 


Our iconic subject’s joining Masonry at 21 should be regarded the really 
significant event in his fast transformation in Spain into a full-fledged 
rationalist freethinker. Not in Paris months late at 22 did that occur. But did 
he in fact join Masonry when still 21? The expert on this is Reynold S. 
Fajardo in his 1998 book on Rizal’s Masonic life and career titled 
Dimasalang. Regrettably, he found that original documents showing the 
exact date of formal acceptance into Masonry no longer existed. In the 
book’s later enlarged revised version some years later, he stuck to that 
finding. But Fajardo did publish the boyish-looking picture of the hero in 
full Masonic regalia or costume. He certainly looked no older than 22! 
More important: he looked a lot younger than 21. Yet we know he couldn’t 


have joined earlier than mid-21. Let’s settle, then, for late 21. The well- 
known historian Esteban de Ocampo’s 1961 “Rizal’s Concept of World 
Brotherhood” gives the year 1883 in which the hero joined Masonry in 
Madrid’s Acacia Lodge. He didn’t state the month. If after June 19, he 
would have been 22; if months earlier, 21. I stumbled on a nondescript old 
reader of essays on the hero which included a piece from a Yason Banal. He 
cited 1883 as the year of the hero’s entry into Masonry. He didn’t give the 
month either, nor any further references. That being the case the months 
before June 19, 1883 in Madrid appears to be the best estimate of when he 
officially turned official into a church-condemned Masonic freethinker. The 
long summer in what De Pedro called freethinking Masonic Paris 
represented culminating confirmation of that, and more deepening studies 
into the matter. Go look at the boyish-looking picture of his in full Masonic 
regalia looking like 21 or younger to convince yourself this makes sense. 


Ever-deepening as Masonic Rationalist 


Fr. Balaguer, after Pastells in mid-January 1897 first announced him under 
highly suspicious circumstances to be the Church’s chief witness-obtainer 
of the retraction, then told among other things how he dictated its Masonry 
detestation part. Recall from chapter three: “I abominate Masonry as enemy 
that it is of the Church.” The hero objected at first, because he felt this 
would hurt his fellow Masons when they learned about it later. Very nice 
people they were, those he met in London where he had joined Masonry. 
Balaguer’s self-revealing tale of Rizal’s initial objection with its error on 
where the hero joined (instead of in Madrid much earlier) reveals that 
conversation never happened. This alleged compromise of theirs never 
happened but here it is again for our reference: “I abominate Masonry as the 
enemy it is of the Church.” Just as words put in his mouth by Balaguer and 
Pastells—“Spain and other countries ruined me”—never happened but 
should be protested as ongoing retraction-rooted insults to his character and 
Masonic humanist creed. Or faith, in its broad sense of belief or creed, in 
which he used the term with Pastells himself in 1993 and in his subsequent 
two greatest poems from Dapitan and the death cell respectively. 


On the contrary, Rizal could have written that denunciation, prominent 
Catholic nationalist retractionists have commented, such as Leon Maria 


Guerrero and Nick Joaquin. Joaquin urged readers of his biography to save 
themselves from the pain of probing the Noli for its levels of deep meaning 
but to just enjoy it as dated comedy of manners. He is cited in the January 
2000 issue of the magazine “1898 Monthly” saying that “Rizal himself 
stated that he had ceased being a Mason in 1891. Why should it be so 
strange then for Rizal to ‘abhor’ Masonry as a society...” This is retraction- 
respecting misinterpretation of what the hero said at his trial in defense 
against the charge of actively introducing Masonry in the Philippines in the 
early 1890s. “Me di de baja de la Masoneria”, which is what the hero said 
in that connection. He meant literally that he stepped down from Masonry. 
He deactivated from his La Solidaridad Lodge of Madrid, as he returned 
home for the second time via Hongkong.: just as a Rotarian in Manila may 
step down and deactivate for many reasons other than because he now 
disbelieved and opposed its so-called “four-way” creed. But by beliefs, or 
creed, he remained a Mason. He said so very firmly in 1893 to Pastells’ 
emissary the Jesuit Sanchez himself during their long close conversations 
and shared projects in Dapitan.. He told me he was “ an unbeliever and a 
Mason”, Fr. Sanchez wrote in response to inquiry by Fr. Vilaclara (in R. 
Fajardo). Rizal alluded to these beliefs of an unbeliever and Mason in his 
second greatest poem., which dealt with his forced retirement in Dapitan. It 
was finished in 1895. A highlight of it is his strong cool reaffirmation of 
constancy to his basic beliefs and convictions. La tengo, I still have it, he 
enthused, just as he did again defiantly in the strong goodbyes of his death 
poem. Since these intentionally glossed-over matters are so crucial in 
relevant importance let us continue its discussion below. 


The Opus Dei book by Dr. De Pedro reinforces the retraction-influenced 
nationalist teaching exemplified by he cited Zaides. In this erroneous 
predominant view the hero remained a Catholic at core through all his 
modern Catholic criticisms, doubts, anticlericalism. He aimed his fire only 
at excessive clericalism and abusive or corrupt behaviors. His remaining 
faith’s essentials revived into full flames of self-surrendering piety in the 
death cell. Like Dr. De Pedro they downplay the quality of the hero’s 
Masonry and commitment to its creed. He broke away from Masonry, De 
Pedro repeated very misleadingly. Naturally he deactivated, as some 
Rotarians I know for inability to regularly attend meetings. But that is 
worlds apart from breaking away, or resigning. Since his Masonic beliefs 


overlapped and intertwined with his equally church-condemned rationalist 
libertarian creed, he could not have retracted and denounced Masonry 
without doing so for both sets of beliefs and convictions. Yet he did enthuse 
in the previously cited 1895 Mi Retiro that he remained all these years in 
confinement constant to his own creed, or faith in its broad sense of beliefs: 
“La Tengo...,” he ever repeated. “I have it still and hope to see it blaze on 
that day when Thought triumphs over brutal force”. He reaffirmed the same 
basic defiant message in what my research proved to be Rizal’s December 
30, 1896 Constancy Swan Song, a better descriptive title than the 
repetitively neutral “Ultimo Adios.” 


The believer or respecters of his alleged retraction may prefer it titled in 
that vague lukewarm way. Led by the highly acclaimed scholar Jaime de 
Veyra they in fact emasculated it by antedating to a day or more before the 
last long night before his death. And by inventing Trinidad (or Narcisa, 
confusedly) as its risk-taking smuggler from the maximum-security prison 
on the early evening before execution morning. They gloss over its specific 
defiant constancy to earliest noble dreams, clamors, honor, beliefs, and who 
killed him. Never do they mention its most likely corrected draft in the 
shoes. You cannot use “Adios” as proof against the December 29-30, 1896 
retraction, De Pedro joins them in saying towards the end of his book. It’s 
just valedictory to nation. Even the most published grandniece of the hero, 
Asuncion Lopez-Rizal Bantug, subscribed to that general retractionist 
“insult” of a demolition job on the historic poem. With like-minded 
establishment historians they scandalously enshrined that eviscerated 
version at the premier Rizal Museum-Shrine at Fort Santiago. Nor have 
Filipinos noticed nor cared to know about their effectively national poem’s 
depths and shameless misrepresentation above. And its finishing and 
planning during the long last night for secret assured delivery with the 
leftovers--later on execution day. Its corrected draft most likely hid in his 
shoes—for insurance. Hardly anyone I’ve known or met knows or accepts 
these facts. As I review these lines I wonder how the great U.S. 
Congressman Henry A. Cooper, main author of the Philippine [Autonomy] 
Bill of 1902, would react to all this about his favorite Asian hero and his 
poem. He is on record boldly telling an awed assembled U.S. House of 
Representatives about Rizal and his death poem, which he recited. The 
dying heroic poet finished writing it “on the night before his death....on the 


awful [long] night as he sat alone amidst the silence....in the height of mind 
and power of character....Where, on what soil, under what sky, did Tyranny 
ever claim a nobler victim?” 


Right at the start of his researched thick book De Pedro assures his readers 
that Rizal was “never a pagan but a Catholic...” Towards the end, on page 
307, still a Catholic, though a diminished one: “Rizal believed, but not in 
the fullness of Christian revelation”. De Pedro did find the hero transformed 
into a rationalist freethinker at age 22, but, to recall, it turns out, only an 
incomplete freethinker, half-baked at most. Underneath it all his core- 
identity remained Catholic and so considered himself a Catholic! That is 
downright disinformation under influence of the still reigning retraction- 
respecting paradigm. Combined religious, nationalistic and commercial 
needs have, alas, led to presentation of Rizal to his Catholic country as its 
Catholic nationalist hero killed by Spain for violent separatism. You can see 
that in the two Zaides’ commercial bestseller, their page 185 stating that 
“Rizal refused to give up his Catholic faith....He remained loyal to the 
Catholic religion.” 


That is just plain dishonesty or delusion belied by the facts and Rizal’s own 
frank admission to Fr. Sanchez in the early months of 1893 of his definitely 
being an unbeliever. In that same period he also told that to Jesuit Superior 
Pastells in a strong letter: “I do not believe in the Revelation which each 
Religion claims to possess.” Even so you typically still get retraction- 
respecting nationalists like the activist scholar in the online RP-Rizal group, 
Edgar Millan. Among his dubious claims is a version of the retraction- 
respecters that the hero mostly, if not exclusively, attacked friar abuses but 
not core Catholicism itself, which he never left. We’ll revisit this hot topic 
again later, as it keeps popping up endlessly. It is, however, just one more in 
the reigning rampant misrepresentations of this chief Philippine hero whose 
countrymen as a whole have been thereby shown to be too intellectually 
lazy in the hard search for his core-identity. They have been shown by all 
this to prefer the lazy way of continuing to venerate without understanding. 


Querida Filipinas: Oye! 


In the final stanzas of the December 30, 1896 Constancy Swan Song Rizal 
literally wails: “Beloved Philippines, listen!” To the constancy of his 


patriotism, of his dreams for individual Filipinos since adolescence, of his 
clamors, beliefs, creed. And on who killed him. Not at all did his Third 
World countrymen listen nor critically read his poetic last will and 
testament, notwithstanding Quibuyen’s wild exaggeration of the 
revolutionary masses’ understanding of the poem in the framework of 
Christ’s Passion. I’d rather go along with historian Agoncillo’s view that the 
masses did not read nor really understand Rizal. Rather did his people, their 
leaders, educators, historians as a whole ignore his clear bitter cries of 
“Limpia vibrante nota sere para tu oido ...Constante repitiendo la esencia 
de mi fé.... Voy donde...la fé no mata.”Clean vibrant note for your ears I’ ll 
be....Constant, repeating essentials of my creed...I go...where faith does 
not kill.” They glossed over all that, either mistranslated or misinterpreted 
its full defiant key words, lazily in complicity with that death poem’s 
retraction-influenced emasculators. What happened with respect to the 
hero’s death poem is similar to what the nationalistic mythmakers such as 
the self-contradicting memoirist, Dr. Valenzuela. His later mendacious 
recollections decades later reinvented Rizal as a violent separatist rebel and 
encouraged others to explain away his famous December 15, 1896 Anti- 
Rebellion Manifesto. You’ve got to read to believe how partisan nationalists 
like Dr. Quibuyen can do this trick in the most imaginative ways such as 
resort to a fancy “critical hermeneutics.” That is at least better than saying 
that Rizal lied ethically to his prime enemies, or that the manifesto in 
question was forged. Yet the hero himself in too many declarations and 
writings of 1896 including diary entries and last letters opposed bloody war 
with Spain. This is not to deny that deep disappointments years before must 
have tempted consideration of the violent option and long discussions of it 
its pros and cons. That is beside the point, however. The hard facts overall 
support the view of a patriotically humanist Rizal opposing the violent 
rising of 1896. Like it or not. 


Quibuyen’s Retraction-Respecting Nationalism 


The imprisoned Valenzuela and rebel inmate Jose Dizon testified to having 
firsthand knowledge of top rebel Bonifacio’s fury over this, and his secret 
plans to do away with Rizal or neutralize him somehow, as he did with rich 
Filipinos who opposed him. Whether we like what they testified to or not 
should be irrelevant to objective historians and investigators. Yet in his big 


celebrated book, Dr. Quibuyen rejected all those earliest testimonies, 
including those from the hero himself as documented by the Jesuit historian 
De la Costa and others. He blames America for the Filipino’s false, poor 
and distorted knowledge of the hero. Isn’t that nationalistic scapegoating 
and mythmaking? Weren’t Filipinos at fault, as critiqued by Rizal himself in 
writings and letters, for being lazy to read these and know more of their 
hero’s depths? Quibuyen forced the Constancy Swan Song’s second stanza 
to yield what he longed for: Rizal’s support for the violent rebellion. I fell 
for that same error many years ago in my first book. Margarita Hamada in 
hers later straightened me out of that delusion. I indeed had nationalistically 
forced out that rebel meaning. I glossed over vaguely troubling concepts in 
it like “battling delirious.... not doubting, nor troubled....” Rather was the 
somewhat vague stanza more of a generous respectful goodbye to the rebels 
as fellow patriots defending country and home in their own way, even if 
delirious and dying wastefully. 


Quibuyen’s uncritical use of the very problematic Josephine (and its 
implied antedating of “Adios”) to further prove Rizal’s violent separatism 
suffers from the same fantastic stretching of the facts. Relying uncritically 
as he did with Valenzuela’s decades-later edited memories, he likewise 
endorsed General Alvarez’s decades-later memoirs which fantastically told 
that before dawn of execution morning Josephine, Trinidad and Paciano 
riskily skipped town for rebel headquarters in Cavite: to show the poem to 
rebel chief Bonifacio, who allegedly translated it into Tagalog before his 
May execution by fellow rebels under General Aguinaldo. For that matter 
Josephine herself was partly a teller of tall tales such a pre-execution church 
marriage to the hero, being official heir of he hero’s library and such other 
claims along with hard-to-believe rebel exploits in Cavite. Quibuyen 
accused many nationalist partisans of grossly misreading Rizal, yet he does 
the same piously nationalistic thing. 


Did his “Aborted [Rizal-Envisioned] Nation” respect the Church’s 
retraction document and teaching? Yes, by totally ignoring and avoiding 
that all-influencing issue in a work intended to be comprehensive and 
definitive. Yes, by implying that Rizal held Spain to be his main enemy, 
which itself killed him for alleged violent rebellion. De Pedro said as much. 
In view of chapter three’s disproof of the alleged retraction, all the more do 


we have proof that our hero in question was a nonviolent patriotic humanist, 
innocent of the church-and-its-theocracy’s trumped up rebellion charge, one 
mainly religiously driven in order to kill him and successfully pull of the 
retraction frame-up as well. Yes, Quibuyen’s very ambitious thick volume 
on the hero falls under the retraction-respecting perspective for its antedated 
over-nationalistic version of the death poem conspicuously avoiding focus 
on its defiant constancies to old dreams, clamors, honor, own creed and 
omission of its martyred freethinker-author’s identification of who really 
killed him underneath the appearances of legality. 


For objectivity’s sake, Quibuyen should have accepted the zealous 
nationalists’ hard facts glaringly staring at him about Rizal clearly opposing 
the revolt of 1896. This is more honest than embarrassingly denying facts 
by drastically reinterpreting them away in fancy educated moves that take 
one’s breath away for sheer ideological cheek. The only honest way to deal 
with those anti-rebellion facts is to probe deeply for the reasons that drove 
the hero to boldly, if not heroically, oppose rebel chief Bonifacio’s 
misrepresented revolt (waged falsely under Rizal’s banner). I didn’t plan on 
a review too of Quibuyen’s celebrated and much-quoted work of 1999. I 
guess I managed to do it here in its essentials which remains valid through 
his book’s updating several years ago. I remain, however, awed by his 
masterful analysis of the essay on “Indolence”, the best and most 
knowledgeable I have read on it. Please read it as your guide to the original 
classic itself. Quibuyen stressed that the essay’s author to did stress the 
indolence predisposition’s existence, which many among the retraction- 
respecting nationalist camp still deny and that Rizal used the “i-word” in its 
general physical, mental and moral senses. Such as the laziness to know 
more, for example, about this now chief hero’s depths. I remain awed by his 
equally masterful analysis of the essay on “Morga”. I am similarly awed by 
it and its noting of Rizal’s view of Catholicism as not being superior to the 
original native religion. And which the natives complicitously exchanged 
for theirs at too great a total cost. Of course we may not agree, but that was 
Rizal’s view of the matter. On page 310 and other pages we read, “Rizal 
was Skeptical of the idea that revolutionary violence creates the new society 
or the new man.” Again an awesome valid finding. I wish Quibuyen had 
deeply heeded that big part of his iconic hero’s creed. If he did maybe he 
would not have seduced himself and others into believing that Rizal deep 


down supported violent separatism in 1896. I wish he’d been a lot more 
impressed with his iconic hero’s Masonic scientific humanism. For, in the 
last analysis, this compelled him to espouse nonviolent reasoned discourse 
over the wasteful carnage of violent conflict and war. In his philosophy this 
was not the way to obtain more and more earned individual and local 
freedoms. Nor robust ethical statehood eventually. 


More ‘Mierda’ Thrown at Him 


Let us say again that De Pedro solved his retraction-rooted problem of how 
at core Rizal remained Catholic, in spite of having discovered the young 
Rizal to be freethinker at 22 in Masonic freethinking Paris. Here’s where 
confusedly he partially takes back what he announced as a hypothesis: He 
was only at most a half-freethinker after all! And he solved his other self- 
imposed artificial problem of why and how the “half-freethinker” Rizal 
terrorized Spanish religious of the theocratic colony as the fully profane 
Voltairean liberal seeking their destruction? He was only maliciously 
pretending in Machiavellian fashion all the more to inflict pain on hi 
personally hated abusive friars. That was just “bold, boasting palaver,” De 
Pedro has the cheek and malice to say. Sham-freethinker too he turned out 
to be after all. To what ridiculous lengths must we go in attacking Rizal’s 
character and he bone-deep quality of his Masonic scientific humanism just 
to make his retraction reasonable and credible? 


Does he ever strain with extreme difficulty to explain those two intertwined 
weird claims! On page 119, he grants that Rizal’s “God was less and less 
the God of Christian revelation.... He found it difficult to accept the 
divinity of Christ.” On another page: “A near disappearance in his Catholic 
faith,” could be discerned. But “always (he) preserved the fundamentals of 
Christian faith.” On page 187, he harps on the Unamuno-like attack on 
Rizal as a half-baked or dilettantish freethinker: “He had flirted with 
rationalism ... [and] brought harm to the faith of many others in his self- 
proclaimed role of religious reformer.” And in his role of the dark avenger 
(like the second novel’s Simoun) of religious injustices done by excessively 
clericalist priests. Yes, he only pretended to be a fully anti-Catholic 
rationalist. 


Rizal, a freethinker-rationalist flirt and pretender? That is just really too 
much to distill from believing the Church’s retraction story. But on second 
thought, maybe not. For, how else was Rizal able to return back to the old 
church so completely in self-surrender and as implied by the 
unconditionally worded five-sentence retraction manifesto? This thought is 
always with De Pedro, as in his earlier-cited announcement of his 
freethinker find about Rizal at age 22 in Paris. That conversion was mostly 
rage-and-revenge driven, not the deeply intellectual moral one of fully 
fledged freethinkers. Deep inside he somehow remained a Catholic. This 
myth culminates in another on page 269: “He considered himself to be a 
Catholic even in his darkest and most critical hours, although his position 
was utterly inconsistent with this.” Really he was just too emotionally 
driven in totally blackening his hated theocratic friar-priests as total 
purveyors of falsehoods, including those dogmas, doctrines, rituals at the 
heart of their revealed organized faith. 


With such a dark view of Rizal’s personality and character, De Pedro 
believed Jesuit Obach’s first tale in 1895 about Rizal wanting to retract in 
exchange for a marital permit. In Obach’s later second tale he disclosed in 
the exchange of letters with his Superior Ricart it was no longer for 
marriage that drove the hero to think of retracting. Now the stakes were: his 
freedom, plus generous amounts of money and land! These are retraction- 
influenced demolition jobs yet again on Rizal’s true principled character, 
with no presentation of documents to back up the Obach-Ricart slurs. The 
original Jesuits themselves who knew Rizal would have been able to tell De 
Pedro that their former student was no longer a Catholic. Fully an apostate- 
heretic, Jesuit Superior Pastells in a memorable 1893 letter implied: “You 
took the great leap [of unbelief]... plunging into the abyss of treason from 
the Catholic Religion and the Spanish nation, and you hoisted the flag of 
subversion.” In his 1897 “Rizal y su obra”, he held on to that and agreed 
with the theocracy’s finding and death sentence. By the way, today’s 
modern pluralistic Jesuits should probe Pastells’ mysterious key role in the 
belated anointing of the clumsy Balaguer as the Church’s obtainer of the 
five-sentence retraction manifesto. His sinister Invisible Hand, kept secret 
for decades, is all over the 1897 announcements in Barcelona naming 
Balaguer as the Church’s chief witness-obtainer of Rizal’s alleged retraction 
according to the Church’s approved formula. What was the total 


relationship between the two? Where are the communications between them 
on this matter? 


Pastells sent Rizal’s closest Jesuit mentor during his schooling, Fr. Sanchez, 
to Dapitan. Take as much time from late months of 1892 to early months of 
1893 to work out his total return to the Catholicism of his youth, was his 
instruction. Pastells mightily tried to do the same by correspondence. He 
impliedly reported to Pastells what he later also repeated to Fr. Vilaclara in 
his February 1897 letter-reply: “He spoke to me with great frankness and 
told me he was an unbeliever and a Mason.” Moreover, in Spain, Germany, 
England (and France) he was an active Mason. That February 1897 letter- 
reply to Fr. Vilaclara’s inquiry has been dishonestly ignored and suppressed. 
It clearly shows that Rizal still considered himself a Mason in beliefs or 
creed, although rendered inactive. The Jesuit Miguel A. Bernad, whose 
earlier mid-1980s book typically misrepresented the alleged retraction as 
one pertaining solely to items of pure faith got it right more or less in his 
2004 Rizal book by repeatedly calling him a “rationalist and agnostic.” In 
Dapitan he thus “did not receive the sacraments ... he no longer believed in 
them.” And years before during his 1887 return home and visit to his old 
school, Bernad continued, when a Jesuit lay-brother presented to him a 
particular sacred image, Rizal replied, “I no longer believe in such things.” 
Let us please recall the May 9, 1895 letter to Blumentritt where this heroic 
paragon of honor and excellence sharply contrasted himself from a dear old 
college-and-university classmate: “He was a Catholic, a blind fervent 
believer who never questioned anything while I questioned and doubted 
everything.” 


Insisting he Dropped Masonry for Mass 


Like the nationalistic historians, mostly Catholics and retraction-respecting 
(partisans of the later Valenzuela’s edited false memories of Rizal as violent 
rebel) Dr. De Pedro will not let go of his myths: he tells himself and 
everyone else that Rizal regularly attended Sunday Mass in Dapitan all 
those years. Wild exaggeration this, just like his claim about Rizal breaking 
with Masonry on his second return to the country. Fr. Bernad, as previously 
cited, found no need for that misinterpretation, simply stressing that the 
hero kept away from the sacraments. Retana didn’t mention any regular 


Sunday Mass during Rizal’s entire Dapitan confinement. Paz Mendez, 
discoverer in the 1970s of Rizal’s marriage-application letter (showing no- 
retraction offer at all in exchange), implied he stood mainly in the back, 
near the door of the church and took no part in the sacraments. Fr. Balaguer 
himself in his infamous 1910 letter to Fr. Pio Pi said Rizal attended Sundays 
at Church during his last two years in Dapitan only occasionally. The 
evidence does show that Rizal during his first year in the Jesuit mission area 
of Dapitan regularly attended Sunday Church (Mass in that sense). But not 
during his entire four-year confinement. The historical marker at St. James 
misleads its readers into thinking that the chief Philippine national hero was 
a Catholic who regularly attended and participated at Mass during all those 
years in Dapitan . 


Why would a bone-deep scientific rationalist attend Sunday church during 
his confinement in Dapitan, regularly during the first year at least, and 
much less so later? Out of gratitude for the Jesuits’ saving him from a 
horrible fate in a Fort Santiago jail but now under joint Jesuit and 
government supervision. Both sets of theocratic authorities and the 
townspeople themselves and his own pious mother expected to see him in 
church on Sundays. A diehard freethinker’s refusal would totally alienate 
them and probably send him back to jail, trial, and death. Sundays at church 
doubled as Dapitan’s regular sociocultural event, providing him with 
opportunities to study the town, its people and make friends. For prudence’s 
sake he didn’t want to fuel rumors of his being a subversive and a 
dangerous Church-enemy. He was always gathering materials for potential 
novels, satires, essays, poems, and for his ethnological and scientific 
interests. My point is that Rizal had many reasons for attending Sunday 
Mass during his first year at least, and irregularly later, for reasons other 
than to participate as a believer in the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass and 
related other sacraments. There he would stand in the back part of the 
Jesuits’ St. James Church, for his own reasons. Then there was his 
importuning pious mother suffering from untold torments because of his 
apostasy. Maybe that would ease it a bit to mention in a letter in passing 
that here in Dapitan he attended Sunday Mass. When he gained more 
confidence, and his disagreements with retraction-seeking Fr. Obach grew, 
he discontinued the regular Sunday practice. But his polite firm resistance 
to Jesuit importunities to retract, and his unpublished explosively anti- 


Catholic writings secretly drafted there show conclusively that his church 
attendance had nothing to do with a practicing believer’s participation in the 
Catholic Mass. Catholic intellectuals should stop straining for retraction- 
supportive implications of such half-truths as the above. They should 
instead go deep into this work’s virtual mountain of conclusive anti- 
retraction evidence right in front of their faces, mocking and shaming them 
for still denying its existence. 


Who Insults More? 


What emerges here and the previous chapter is the still unknown central 
core identity of Rizal. He desired above all else the radical transformation 
of his Fourth and Third World peoples’ mentality, character, culture and 
religion towards adaptive parity with the advanced First World. Such a 
revolution of the mind and morals he stood for but perceived Catholicism 
and its theocracy in Spain’s Southeast Asian colony as the most powerful 
enemy-obstacle to it. Can we then please have no more general nonsense 
that he did not attack the Catholic religion? Or that he remained a Catholic 
though attacking it once in a while like some Catholics do? Or that he 
considered himself to be one in the midst of his darkest and most critical 
times of near complete shipwreck of faith. 


The same goes for his alleged revolutionary nationalism against Spain in 
1896: can we stop denying the clear strong facts of his vehement opposition 
to it, regardless of whether we agree or not? We owe that honest objectivity 
to him and to ourselves. Instead of looking stupid in denying the facts why 
don’t we instead plumb the depths of his reasoning to find out why he 
would boldly, if not heroically oppose armed revolt in 1896. Likewise 
should we stop respecting his alleged complete retraction of basic beliefs 
and works including Masonry. And implied confession in its fifth sentence 
that he supported the rebellion when he most clearly did not. We also owe it 
to him and to ourselves for the sake of honesty, fairness and truth to grapple 
with this work’s virtual mountain of conclusive no-retraction evidence. 
Please don’t say, as some scholars of the cited RP-Rizal group did after a 
very intense exchange I had with them that more conclusive proof should 
be piled up on that mountain. No, no, no, you diehard doubting Thomases! 
Of course that mountain of anti-retraction evidence can be made much more 


massive, as indeed it will become as we move along in this unfinished 
work. But what’s the point? When that’s done you’|l likely just say, “More 
conclusive proof!” I have a much better suggestion. You’d do much better 
to reread these first five chapters, for reexamination and review and because 
serious critical reading is rereading one more time at least. However, this 
superior suggestion to piling up more and more no-retraction evidence 
requires the will to overcome mental and moral indolence (which the 
famous essay on that general subject and the Noli considered among 
peoples’ vices, defects, weaknesses for exposure as a Cancer). 


On my way to finalizing this for the printer this news item from November 
20 of Philippine Inquirer grabbed my attention. An insulting vandal had 
defaced his modestly huge monument in Madrid with the words “Mason de 
mierda!” In rough English that’s “Shit of a Mason!” Before you react, think 
again: Who insults more grossly really? That “mierda” vandal or the De 
Pedro-Pastells-types? The latter with their retraction-rooted insults on 
Rizal’s character and on his Masonic freethinker’s convictions. Think out of 
the box and ask: Who really are the worst “mierda” attackers? And whose 
attacks have been more character-assassinating and false. No, I’m not a 
Mason but just basically reporting facts from my own research. I’ve wished, 
however, that Masons had done a stronger sustained job at defending one of 
their finest martyrs ever. They hold the record, though, of being the only 
ones officially as an organization to defend him from the retraction-rooted 
insults to his character and own evolved creed. 


On the other hand his family and relatives down the ages as a whole and his 
so-called knight-defenders and its youth-women affiliates did not rise 
firmly to defend him from the retraction-rooted attacks on his character. 
They accepted in effect his enemy’s retraction-respecting nationalistic 
paradigm. All as a whole behaved through the ages as if the objective 
search for truth and understanding didn’t matter much. Except that it did 
matter the most to our church-and-theocracy killed freethinker! Don’t we 
really owe this world-heroic paragon of honor, virtue and excellence a duty 
of finding out about his central core-identity that naturally emerged at 
around 17? And only kept developing eve more fully into Masonic 
scientific humanism whose pillars, to recall similar words from columnist 
R. Tiglao’s nice piece of December 30, 1896 were “the power of rationality 


and individual freedom [including human perfectibility] against the 
superstition and blind obedience to the [theocratic] Catholic Church.... the 
nearly overpowering ideological base of Spanish colonialism.” Rizal 
defiantly regarded the former to be his main enemy for preventing what he 
above all else struggled for to the death: “the creation of a (free) people 
honest, prosperous, intelligent, virtuous, noble, loyal”, to quote his oft- 
repeated words. That is the doubly framed patriotic humanist killed by 
church-and-theocracy worthy of veneration with understanding. It is not the 
accidental one from past coincidences and false teachings under influence 
of the retraction-respecting nationalistic paradigm; and which wrongly 
teaches his being simply killed as a charged rebel-nationalist by his main 
enemy, colonial Spain itself. 


Opus Dei Book's Darkened Rizal & Why - Chapter 6 
Opus Dei Book's Darkened Rizal and Why - Chapter 6 


Chapter 6 

Cool Bone-Deep Freethinker in Death 
Idiotic country ours. 

—C. de Quiros, 12/03/2009 

The Supreme Court...distinguished 
...for supreme stupidity. 

—C. de Quiros, 12/13/2010 

Of the Classic Indolence Essay Too 


What put a lingering enigmatic smile on his face as he, a retraction-immune 
freethinker at core, walked in a lively way to his death? This chapter offers 
a facts-based theory about that. But first let me ask if the popular columnist 
Conrado de Quiros quoted above would consider himself a stupidity-hating 
freethinker. Years ago on November 17, 2008 he wrote: “Stupidity remains 
firmly rooted in our country.” The respected political economic analyst 
Alex Magno might agree citing the Philippine Constitution itself as 
institutionalized stupidity. Would the freethinker Rizal likewise agree? 
Before answering we’d better read through this culminating chapter first. It 
clinches the case for this retraction-immune heretic who could not have 
retracted but instead took precautions to forestall false rumors and similar 
other claims arising from his last days in prison and surrounding his death. 


Let me answer the questions asked above by way of Rizal’s misrepresented, 
trivialized ‘Indolence’ essay. You’d be surprised to learn how applicable it 
still is in answering whether indeed “stupidity remains firmly rooted in our 
country.” History’s rationalist freethinkers (scientists as well) have for 
centuries, if not millennia, railed similarly against human stupidity, 
particularly the self-inflicted kind nurtured by laziness, organized 


inculcated faiths, and culture in general. Their freethinker’s philosophy 
blames much of it on pervasive superstitious faiths and its fostered laziness 
towards independent serious reading and thought about one’s self, 
community, nation and the world. This complex interrelated subject Rizal 
studied and analyzed in “Sobre la indolencia de los Filipinos”, a very hot 
issue then as now. So touchy that in his background introduction of this 
“touch-me-not” subject, its fully rationalist author urged all to stay cool, to 
free themselves from preconceptions, from emotional sensitivities, letting 
the most objective reasoning prevail. Only on this virtuous path of facing 
bitter truths can individuals and country transform radically from 
benightedness on the higher arduous road to modern progress and 
redemptive self-transformation. 


Recall your past experiences of the country from childhood to maturity, as 
I’ve done, Rizal wrote, taking in all the scenes we’ve witnessed growing up 
and at work. Include your readings and experiences of advanced countries 
you may have lived in. If you do this honestly, he shocked a lot of his 
countrymen industrious enough to work through his challenging original 
essay, you would have to agree even with the harshest Caucasian critics that 
indolence does exist as big problem among Filipinos. “Positivamente y 
realmente existe”, he ever repeated but stressed right away the need to fully 
explain its causes and forms. For our own individual and country’s good, he 
wrote, let us no longer deny its existence, explain it away or trivialize it, 
often with the most brilliant sounding arguments. Naturally a predisposing 
agent is excessively hot humid tropical weather. Nature has also made 
humans prefer leisure to hard work, whether physical or mental. You can 
see that from the indolent well-placed whites themselves who live leisurely 
in the hot tropics. Much more important, however, as contributor to general 
indolence, is the nurturing damaging culture and its influences through in 
sociopolitical institutions and inculcated superstitious faiths in school, at 
home and other levels of government and society. Quibuyen’s masterly 
analysis of the pioneering Indolence essay as Rizal’s theory of Philippine 
underdevelopment brings this out clearly in today’s terms. He wrote notably 
that Rizal analyzed the useful concept of Philippine indolence in its broad 
general sense to include intellectual moral, spiritual lethargy and 
indifference. Indolence, as little liking for general activity (including 
mental, moral etc.) most definitely exists, the bold shocking essay dared to 


assert, describe, and explain. And Filipinos share in the blame for it in not 
taking enough responsibility for their own self-improvement and for their 
passive acceptance of the socio-cultural institutions, practices, policies that 
nurture and over-magnify indolence from natural causes into the big socio- 
psychological cancer it has grown into. Such was the original pioneering 
twist he astonishingly gave to that subject. 


“No, no, no, he didn’t say those denigrating things about his own race, 
people and country. It was the white ruling imperialists and friar-priests 
who criticized natives for their alleged indolence. Rizal defended them from 
that false racist charge.” How many times through the decades have I heard 
something like that? “Precisely did he prove it to be a bum rap, you idiotic 
pro-American racist”, some even rage, as they did recently in late 2010 
against Carl D. Veigelman of RP-Rizal group when he dissented from the 
prevalent nationalistic misreading of the essay. They accused him: “You are 
putting your words and thoughts in his mouth.” I can still hear these hurled 
rants, thunder and blows from whom I call “retraction-respecting 
nationalists.” I can still remember their over-bending backwards to soften 
Rizal’s own words and explain them away in all sorts of clever ways. Their 
possibly retracted and not incompletely rationalist Rizal precisely showed 
that indolence was no more a serious problem than it was in the more 
developed countries. Lazy misreading of the complex challenging essay 
that. A gross misrepresentation. The essay, on the contrary, cited the likes of 
France, Germany, England, United States, Hongkong as comparatively 
among “the freest and most industrious” of nations. For our purposes here I 
shall consider the last one as a nation as well. Thank God for the 
exceptional nationalist Quibuyen! As a credentialed scholarly authority who 
is not touchy about the indolence issue he is one of the best guides to the 
deep understanding of that classic essay on Philippine underdevelopment 
relative to those comparative models he cited, except that as a retraction- 
respecter he glosses over he extraordinary essay’s evident, if not rampant, 
anti-Catholic rationalism. You can tell from the bitter attribution of much 
indolence itself, broadly conceived, to imposed Catholicism itself in its both 
its doctrines and priesthood, as e shall see. Ironic telltale comments abound 
such as reference to the “salvific (miracles-full) religion of the friars 
euphemistically called that of Jesus Christ.” And which schools, church, 
homes, practically all other institutions and literature inculcated or 


reinforced from cradle to grave. Almost all Filipinos to this day have no 
knowledge that their country’s chief hero blamed so much of their history’s 
general indolence on “the Christianization of the formerly industrious 
infidel natives into the lazy and indolent Christians that today’s writers talk 
about.” Yes, these are paraphrases and quotes from the shockingly 
rationalist “Sobre la indolencia de los Filipinos.” We don’t have to like or 
agree with its claims. No need here to discuss whether the author went 
overboard here and there and where he may have been just wrong. But, 
don’t you agree we must not be lazy to read through the challenging essay 
to fully and honestly understand what it says? 


As in the full understanding of his first historical novel, you must think of 
its author as being a completely rationalist critic of Catholicism to make full 
sense of his indolence essay. Repeatedly right at the start of the still- 
misrepresented, misread or ignored essay, he admitted the harsh truths of 
the indolence charges beneath all the verbal fighting surrounding the 
subject. He urged fellow Filipinos to humbly face the bitter truths of their 
situation beneath the posturing, ranting, thundering and swapping of insults. 
For, there must be something it. How else could anyone suffering from the 
malady take responsibility for his own radical improvement, “por el camino 
del progreso y de la perfeccion.” And before that quote: “Solo podemos 
server a nuestra patria diciendole la verdad, por amarga que fuere....No hay 
redencion sin solidas bases de la virtud...” We can only serve country by 
telling it the truth, however bitter it may be, he would say, in spite of the 
denials of the retraction-respecting nationalistic scholars, teachers, teachers, 
activists in Internet discussion groups: “...creemos que alla la indolencia 
existe....existe real y positivamente...” And that pioneering analysis of the 
indolence problem, broadly conceived, ties in with his brutalization theory 
of damaged Philippine mentality. The long Indolence essay gave him 
another opportunity to further expound and tie the two together into a larger 
underdevelopment context. Intellectual and moral lethargy, indifference, 
laziness towards search for more knowledge are aspects of his grand theory 
of indolence-producing underdevelopment it turns out. 


His Anti-Catholic Brutalization Theory 


He fully embraced the age-old rationalist ideas about imposed or cultivated 
organized faiths being an impediment to civilized advancement, particularly 
for Fourth-and-Third-World peoples like his own. Think of such nation- 
states as Haiti or Congo and the role religiously compounded superstitions 
have played to prevent or delay modern progress and ethical civic- 
mindedness. Culture matters most especially its religious aspects in which 
one may be bred like brutes in dark captivity. Rizal, whether rightly, 
wrongly or in-between, developed these ideas in his overlapping 
brutalization and indolence theories of Philippine mentality 
underdevelopment and blocking achievement of parity with the most 
advanced civilized countries of his times. To what is the backwardness- 
producing indolence due when before the Spanish conquest the natives 
were described by various foreign observers as industrious? The deeply 
anti-Catholic rationalist answered in ironic polemicist vein: “Is it the 
salvific religion of the friars called that of Jesus Christ that has produced 
this miracle, that has atrophied the indio’s brain, paralyzed his heart and 
made of the man the kind of vicious animal that today’s writers describe?” 
More such shocking quotes are arranged below, a few paraphrased, from the 
Indolence essay. A few are from the magnificent Philippines Within a 
Century, where the theory reappears in briefly re-stated form. 


Systematic brutalization has (practically) reduced so many dormant wills 
and intellects to nothingness, this in order to make the individual a sort of 
brute toiler, a beast of burden...thus developing a race without mind or 
heart.... His education from birth to death is brutalizing....Indolence gets a 
boost from it....Nourished in the examples of contemplative lazy anchorites, 
the natives spend lives giving their gold to the Church in hopes of 
miracles...their wills hypnotized...made to pray and accept beliefs and 
absurdities while suppressing reason.... Religious shows, rites, images, 
legends, miracles, sermons, and the like hypnotized the already 
superstitious spirits of the country.... 


Go over these quite striking beliefs and claims against the Church as a 
whole one more time at least until its full impacts sink in completely in our 
minds to settle once and for all time questions about his core-identity. Like 
it or not, he held those stated beliefs just cited above passionately. A 
stronger more shocking analysis of Filipino personality has rarely been 


made before or since: systematic brutalization by culture and faith has 
practically reduced so many dormant wills and intellects to nothing 
compared to what’s needed for modern progress. That’s what he’s in effect 
said too in the mostly misread, misrepresented and trivialized Indolence 
essay. Moreover, his countrymen stand to be charged with indolence for 
hardly reading the great essay about their history and not trying hard to read 
though with understanding. That classic study unbeknownst to almost all 
actually asked, to quote it: “How (pre-Spanish) Filipinos, in spite of the 
climate, were not indolent...how that active enterprising native infidel 
evolved into the lazy and indolent Christian that today’s writers talk about.” 
Or, as re-stated many pages later: “How the Filipino became convinced that 
to be happy it was necessary to abdicate his dignity as a thinking being.” 
These intensely bitter but strong convictions of its freethinker author about 
the faith-damaging of his own peoples’ mentalities, if not their brains 
through the indoctrination-soaked oppressive ages, lay at the core of his 
bone-deep Voltairean anti-Catholicism. It explains further his principled 
opposition to 1896’s violent grab of state power by a profoundly unready 
people who could only ineptly and corruptly rule in worse horrific ways. Do 
you honestly think that he could possibly have freely and fully renounced 
and retracted all the mentioned vital anti-Catholic part of his core-identity 
on December 29-30, 1896? He’d said before, “Why should I not fight with 
all my might this religion which has been the main cause of our tears, 
miseries, backwardness.” Just bragging and pretending, you think? 


Reynold S. Fajardo’s previously cited retraction-falsifying book cites one of 
the most explosively Catholicsm-hating works of Rizal when he went as far 
as to put his own anti-Catholic rationalist words in the mouth of St. 
Augustine himself! In that slightly earlier long satire, the latter God-sent 
Doctor of the Church comes down from Heaven and castigates a haughty 
theocratic Augustinian: “The miseries of the unhappy Indian whom you 
have impoverished and brutalized have reached the Throne of the Highest. 
So many lost intelligences blackened and mutilated by you; ... the miseries 
of numerous exiles tortured and assassinated at your instigation; the tears of 
so many mothers, the miseries of the orphans...these have reached the 
Almighty.... You will be asked someday to account for your iniquities... 
Perhaps you doubt His existence and you only use His name to attain your 
own goals. You must know that He does not need the money of the poor, 


and that His worship is not reduced to lighting candles, burning incense, 
saying Masses, and believing blindly against the light of reason.” Here are 
more of his description of his rationalist’s indolence-and-stupidity 
producing theory above, whether we like it or not, agree with it or not: 
“Brutalization was an elaborate perfected system tenaciously operated by 
that dark horde and caste of friars in whose hands rested the instruction of 
the youth...anti-human...hating scientific knowledge...keeping people in 
Holy ignorance while the operators of that system lived off their 
backwardness...” If you still do not see and feel the depths of this 
freethinker-author’s hatred of the Church and its theocracy, and why he died 
fighting it as his main enemy from which to redeem his brutalized race and 
people, you must be quite mistaken. 


These convictions of his studies and rationalist reflections surely influenced 
his categorical opposition to the pro-independence rebellion of 1896. In his 
mind, whether we agree with him or not, he viewed his fellow Filipinos as 
whole to be still damaged ill-prepared mentalities, still passively accepting 
slaves to ignorance, superstitions, tyranny. How would they succeed at a 
wisely governed dynamic ethical statehood? Only wasteful bloody violence 
and the so-called horrors of such new nation-states would come of it In the 
words of that murdering hypocrite, Ferdinand Marcos, repeatedly elected to 
the highest offices by such poorly informed corrupt voters: “Filipinos 
[according to Rizal] were not ready for independence because they were 
still unworthy of it. He saw through the character of his people...” (Speech 
of June 17, 1970) The many markers and plaques worldwide adorning 
places such as San Franciisco’s historic Palace Hotel and Sydney’s Central 
Railway Station Plaza portray him primarily as an anti-imperialist 
supernationalist killed by Spain impliedly. But the more accurate inscription 
should have read, “He was the first to try inspiring his colonized people to 
dare develop their minds and level of achievement towards parity with the 
advanced civilized peoples on Earth.” This message’s priority above all 
else, however, was totally lost on them in their emotions-fueled nationalistic 
veneration of him without understanding. Test yourself: Would your hero 
have agreed with the great freethinker and founding inspirer of the U. S. 
and its Constitution who wrote now-famous letters such as this one to Dr. 
Woods: “I have recently been examining all the known superstitions [of 
faith] of the world, and do not find in our particular superstition 


(Christianity) one redeeming feature. They are all alike, founded upon 
fables and mythologies.” Test yourself further on the next question. Then 
read on if you want to know more about this chief hero of a backward 
Catholic country lazy or averse in knowing his core-identity. 


Is This He, or Just Tasio? 


“Never, o never,” Opus Dei priest-scholar Dr. Javier de Pedro strained in 
effect to emphasize in his book: “Never did the semi-freethinker Rizal share 
those skeptical agnostic thoughts uttered byNoli’sfreethinker Tasio as death 
approached. He was no Catholicism-hating Voltairean, after all, but largely 
revenge-driven rationalist who pretended to be a complete blaspheming 
infidel, all the more to make his religious enemies squirm to the maximum. 
He was no agnostic. A few words first, however, on that mentioned 
historical novel. Aside from cultural analysis it sought to be a Socratically 
provocative set of discourses and discussions to awaken his intellectually 
and morally challenged Fourth and Third World peoples. This slim 
volume’s church-and-theocracy-killed freethinker of basic transformative 
freedoms did explain that he sought this Enlightenment-inspired aim of 
awakening his scored race and people’s minds from its centuries-long 
lethargy in dark captivity, so to say. Aside from its main aims, his novel 
intentionally provoked often conflicting Socratic discourses, even from the 
same characters at different times and places. 


Which passages and characters in the novel spoke, at various times, for its 
author? You would have to be more specific and point to the specific place. 
For example, was Filosofo Tasio’s discourse on the falsehood of the hell- 
backed doctrine of no salvation for “infidels” outside the Church the 
author’s as well? Can we say that the near-death discourse below from 
Tasio is most definitely not Rizal’s, as Dr. De Pedro insisted upon? For, it 
bears the marks of a fully Voltairean freethinker, what with its skeptical and 
agnostic overtones. On the other hand, De Pedro argued for a half-baked 
freethinker Rizal at most who kept Catholic fundamentals deep within his 
core. In this regard he agrees with many writers who teach him as a 
basically Catholic nationalist hero. Or, as others embellish on that theme, 
the hero somehow managed to remain a free-believing modern Catholic. By 
showing in this chapter our subject’s “retraction-immune depths”, I roundly 


confirm once more that he deserves none of the retraction-influenced 
previously cited descriptions of his alleged “faith”, or religion. Let me then 
answer why the young man who wrote these near-death remarks of his first 
socio-historical novel’s philosopher Tasio were Rizal’s as well. 


Man has at last comprehended that he is [only] man; he has given up 
analyzing his God and searching effectively into the imperceptible, into 
what he has not seen; he has given up framing [descriptive] laws for the 
phantasms of his brain. In vain do the friars cry out from the pulpits... they 
disregard the fact that their wares are [by now] stale and unserviceable... 
The gods are going away! 


Since we should be fully certain by now (go back to chapter 3 if you retain 
doubts) that Rizal did not retract and died a martyred freethinker, all the 
more must we be convinced that he shared Tasio’s near-death thoughts and 
creed capped by the passage above. Even as the hero’s own religious creed 
remained a personal Masonic rationalist thing, with its concept of a 
nonsectarian Deist-Theist God, it bore some agnostic elements in regard to 
his God’s specific qualities and intentions and relationship with the world. 
It was continuously and irreversibly deepening in that probing skeptical 
direction, and putting on more and more agnostic features. He mentioned 
this with Pastells when he defended his unbeliever’s creed as a product of 
reasoning and scientific reflection on nature and conscience, rather than a 
matter of revealed faith. It practically knew nothing certain his God’s 
specific qualities, nature and commands. In this view it can be true for him 
to say, “The gods [of revealed faiths especially] are going away!” Dr. De 
Pedro of course must deny this, for in his mind how could Rizal at the end 
have so freely, sweepingly, even exuberantly retracted as told in the 
Church’s broad five-sentence document? Note that if the quoted passage 
above could have been Rizal’s as well, it does rather confirm this review- 
essay’s Claim about his bone-deep scientific rationalism, one immune even 
in death from Hellfire-backed pleadings to reconvert back to the old faith. 


Recall that his many foreign admirers stressed his being a man of science. 
The American Governor-General Cameron Forbes in the mid-1910’s 
expressed this view well in an often cited passage worth recollecting: 


From the day of Socrates, who was put to death... for teaching the young 
men to think for themselves, down to that morning in December 30,1896, 
when Rizal was done to death... the page of history have run red with the 
murder of men of science. 


Testimonials like that showing Rizal’s philosophical and scientific 
questioning mind can be multiplied from his writings. These show a deeply 
inquiring and curious mentality about practically everything, and extending 
to topics about Gods, their alleged attributes and revelations. Consider the 
still mostly critically unread humanity-raising essay-letter of 1889 from 
London. Though addressed to Philippine women of the Malolos area, he 
clearly meant it for everyone of his countrymen. Some of its main advice 
and points: “Pass everything, including what I say, through the sieve of 
reason.” And why is that? Because, to paraphrase, “Deceit lurks everywhere 
with its deceptions even in your gardens of learning, even in your own 
self.” You can hardly get a more scientifically skeptical and agnostical 
thought and remark than that. Apply such principles of independent 
doubting and questioning on your own revered friar-priests and their claims 
to preach the true religion of Jesus Christ, his rationalist letter-essay urged. 
His critical review of mentor-friend Pi y Margall’s rationalist book, 
Struggles of our Times, publicly praised its systematic skeptical approach as 
a scientific virtue instead of a sinful vice. He recommended the book, with 
its historical finding of a purely human Jesus, whom his followers 
misrepresented and misunderstood. 


His most revealing letters to retraction-soliciting Fr. Pastells surely 
contained agnostical overtones about God and His alleged attributes, 
intentions and relations with the world. Not knowing really for certain what 
these were or were not supposed to be; being confused about it all but still 
believing in a Deist-Theist conception of God; approaching this 
unfathomable subject not through what people called faith but through 
factual reasoning and categorical dictates of honest conscience, he 
confessed to being confusedly overwhelmed by the entire subject. No, he 
did not believe in a God that intervenes with miracles. Awareness of these 
letters and admissions may have led Jesuit Bernad in his 2004 book to refer 
to Rizal repeatedly as an agnostic! In truth, he was not a full or complete 
agnostic. 


Even more revealing than his skeptical confessions to Fr. Pastells was his 
letter to Blumentritt about Anacleto del Rosario in early May of 1895. 
Sharing news of his former schoolmate’s death with Blumentritt, Rizal 
contrasted himself to him. Such a blind, unquestioning intolerant Catholic 
he was, he recollected. But I understood where he was coming from and 
loved him nevertheless, he recalled. I on the other hand, he confessed, 
doubted and questioned everything and always required supporting facts for 
claims. Note that important letter’s confirmation of his adolescence’s 
freethinker predilections, culminating in his youth’s great ode to free 
thought and individual freedoms. Recall its gist in verse, this works main 
epigram. As a scientist standing on the giant shoulders of pioneering 
modern scientist Galileo, one could say that Rizal showed a deeper 
appreciation of and commitment to applications of the scientific method 
and attitude than the pioneering great scientist Galileo himself showed, 
specially in the latter’s great debate with the Church and its Jesuits, 
Dominicans and other friar-priests. Fairly recent works on Galileo have 
illumined and bewailed the latter’s ultimate willing capitulation of science 
to the ultimate supreme authority of his Catholic Faith. Bone-deep scientific 
humanist. Rizal never freely surrendered his written convictions of his 
scholarship and scientific studies as to which process and method of inquiry 
possessed validity. In view of this I’d have to say, “No, Opus-Dei priest- 
scholar Dr. De Pedro (and other like-minded historians): Rizal was a fully 
baked Catholicism-rejecting freethinker. Philosophic Tasio’s agnostical 
discourse near death spoke for him and his Masonic scientific humanism. 
Let us bare it all, then, these freethinker depths of his core-identity to clinch 
our case against the still ruling retraction-respecting nationalistic paradigm 
of an ultimately Catholic separatist-rebel Rizal killed for it by Spain. 


Baring it all 


If you need more proof that Rizal’s Enlightenment rationalist readings, 
studies, meditations had managed to totally transform him in his core of 
cores to the point of sharing freethinker Tasio’s skeptical near-death 
discourse, you should carefully read the explosively anti-Catholic satire that 
had Retana tone down his treatment of it, though he confessed amazement 
for its erudition. It is the source of Fajardo’s just cited inflammatory quote. I 
refer to “The Vision of Friar Rodriguez”, which most readers, historians, 


biographers gloss over. Or give the retraction-influenced false interpretation 
of dealing mainly with issues and non-doctrinal abuses of the friars at a 
time when Rizal was very angry with and alienated from them. In that fully 
Voltairean satire, a deistic nonsectarian God sends the Church’s Angelic 
Doctor St. Augustine back to Earth to denounce Catholicism’s absolutist 
claims to truth-and-morals. Rizal practically turned Augustine into a 
freethinker castigating and exposing friars who claimed to speak for him 
and for God. De Pedro ignored that satire. And he ignored another possibly 
more explosive anti-Catholic satire that no biographer or historian has yet 
dared to analyze and explain fully for the public. I refer to the unpublished 
and untitled manuscript which one could title more aptly (than its given 
misleading one) as: “Satire on God, Jesus, Mary, Peter, Priests and 
Filipinos.” All these entities are spoofed irreverently as only a bone-deep 
freethinker would. It starts out with a deistic-theistic God back from an 
inspection of a Bruno-type infinite universe populated by more intelligent 
life in other solar systems. His gaze over the infinite vastness of creation 
chances in the direction of the Earth. Shocked and disturbed by its funny 
and suspicious goings-on, he collars a more informed Archangel to explain 
it. At a high point in the long explosive satire God is shocked by the sight of 
a Filipina. She is the matronly lady Antonia introduced by Peter, in finery 
laden with all sorts of the usual religious externals of holy cords, scapulars, 
medals, rosary, veil, etc. Maria Clara’s mother in Noli might have worn 
them in her pious pilgrimages to the Virgin’s Holy Sites here and there 
asking for the miracle of a long hoped-for conception After being briefed, 
God reacts with unbearable shock and outrage that anyone could be so 
superstitious and stupid. He commands Peter to throw her out of his sight! 


I could say much more of the utterly irreverent long suppressed and falsely 
represented satire, including Jesus and Mary’s denunciations of priests and 
natives immersed totally in their idolatrous deification and veneration 
without understanding. There is no need, however, to go into all the anti- 
Catholic Voltairean details of that entirely suppressed and misinterpreted or 
misrepresented satire. Of course Dr. Pedro ignores it completely. Yes, just 
as he similarly ignored the extremely self-revealing “Vision of Fr. 
Rodriguez”, from which it developed more devastatingly. Could anyone 
else but a thoroughly Catholicism-hating and retraction-immune freethinker 
have in fact written many such Catholicism-ridiculing satires and essays? 


Dying a Freethinker with a Smile 


So has De Pedro and practically everyone else totally ignored the highly 
self-revealing satire dealing with the “Death of a Freethinker”. It certainly 
spoke for its author too, I would say, just as he spoke through Tasio’s near- 
death discourse we’ve previously examined. Here’s the gist of this still 
suppressed and unknown work. I’ve never heard anyone mentioning let 
alone analyzing it in its proper context, though it seems to role-play his own 
imagined future death as a bone-deep freethinker. It goes under that title, “A 
Freethinker” in an obscure publication of Rizal’s complete essays mandated 
by law for translation, then publication in various parts for official 
purposes. Hardly anyone has taken the time to seriously read it. It bears 
marks of having been written in Dapitan’s leisured tranquility, after the 
Archbishop and his Jesuits’ failures at reconverting the hero into the old 
absolutist faith. The satire’s main freethinker subject is a middle-aged 
learned teaching physician so similar in essential characteristics and beliefs 
with Rizal himself that you cannot help thinking of him role-playing his 
own imagined death at such a future date. He is passionately pursued over 
the years to return back to faith by a theologically trained younger family 
friend. He is confident of succeeding eventually no matter the years it takes 
through patient presentation via Catholic Apologetics of the reasonableness 
of the Church’s claims. To cut through the story’s long complications, let us 
just say that for health reasons upright popular freethinking doctor falls 
terminally ill. “Now is my opportunity at long last at succeeding”, the 
theologian-friend tells himself. He sincerely wants to save this otherwise 
admired older friend from the eternal fires of Hell, for his being such a 
hard-headed infidel. Our piously arrogant would-be savior here may have 
also been under the influence of the popular saying, “there are no atheists, 
agnostics, freethinkers in foxholes and deathbeds”, especially when assisted 
by a caring knowledgeable agent of God. 


Please understand I’m dramatizing a bit and just sticking to bare gist of this 
untold Rizal story. The still impenitent freethinker is dying. His close 
younger friend, the conversion-seeking theologian impatiently waits for his 
last great chance to try conversion again. He eagerly responds to his dying 
older friend’s invitation to visit right away. He hopes now to encounter a 
more religiously vulnerable doubter, one possibly more open to the grace of 


faith. He soon finds out the reason for his deathbed visit. The parting bone- 
deep freethinker wants his immediate family members and closest friends, 
including his piously bullying theologian-friend, to solemnly witness his 
dying last words, thoughts and wishes. He barely is able to do so most 
emphatically. Alas, it has absolutely nothing to do with a last wish to 
reconcile with the Church, to reconvert, or to retract and confess. It 
concerned strictly internal family business that needed final action and 
witnessing. Then he dies right way peacefully, contented with either and 
internal or external smile on his face at this last achievement of his, 
including dealing the piously arrogant would-be savior his comeuppance. 
Or, maybe, a much-needed lesson in humility. The bitterly shocked “Hound 
of Heaven” cannot believe what had just transpired before his very eyes. He 
lets it all sink in, this parting bombshell of a core-deep freethinker. 
Horrified and bitter, he takes comfort in self-deluding thoughts and lessons 
for him like: “This should teach me to stop trying hard to reconvert and 
save these hardheaded freethinkers... ah, let the devil just take them all to 
Hell.!” 


Yes, amazed and shocked readers who before this didn’t know about this 
suppressed and ignored satire: there is such a mid-1890s from our amazing 
iconic subject. In it he sort of role-played himself being pursued sooner or 
later, even unto death by whom he regarded as piously arrogant bullying 
would-be saviors. The previously cited Fajardo made much of Rizal’s 
written comments on the “retraction-fraud” perpetrated over his much 
admired Voltaire’s dead body. Which showed “he naturally suspected that 
he may be made a victim of a similar foul deed.” He felt the need to take 
precautions. Fajardo would have enjoyed knowing about Rizal’s unknown 
“Death of a Freethinker”, as confirmation of both his (Fajardo’s) and 
Rizal’s same train of thought. This was not the only precaution he took. 
There was the death poem barely finished and delivered in the nick of time, 
with its draft and other messages most likely in the shoes. Ironically in a 
cruel twist of fate his extended family neglected to recover these in time 
from the unconfined corpse in the moist ground. Nor did they clearly firmly 
state the death poem’s historic manner of pre-arranged delivery in the stove- 
lamp after the execution, with the death cell’s pile of keepsakes and other 
personal items but went along overall with the retractionsts’ antedating of 
its finishing and delivery. Thus was Rizal’s precautionary surprise 


bombshell of a death poem, with draft and other messages in the shoes, 
foiled. 


Very likely did Rizal write the semi-autobiographical satire in Dapitan. It 
seems inspired by self-satisfied confidence culminating from failure of a 
similar reconversion campaign waged by Fathers Sanchez and Pastells and 
others to win his soul back for their faith and its theocratic Church. He 
showed the same courtesy toward the powerful Jesuits, as with Pastells in 
the last fifth letter to him firmly ending their highly intense and extended 
discussions heading nowhere. Basking in the inner afterglow of defending 
his Masonic scientific humanism, it occurred to him to put its gist ina 
satirical story-form. This could have been after he wrote his long poem 
about his forced retirement in Dapitan, written as if serenely celebrating a 
similar triumph of constancy to his own reasoned beliefs. The surprise 
ending of his “Death of a Freethinker” satire, let me repeat, bears a 
similarity with what actually happened in his death cell. Just through with 
the Jesuits’ last-ditch efforts to win him back for the Church for most of the 
entire day, he just barely had time to pull off the surprise bombshell 
package of poem, its draft and other messages to forestall frauds and rumors 
that would be spread about his death. Alas, the retractionists defused and 
turned “the bomb” into a dud. Their antedating of its entire final finishing 
(with no draft and other messages) eased the way for more 
misrepresentations, false interpretations and free translations from the 
Spanish text. Thus was the tender-defiant poem’s true character killed along 
with its author’s core-identity. And who really killed him for what hidden 
religious motives. Even so, he briskly walked to his place of execution with 
remarkable coolness and lingering smile on his face thinking that his 
forestalling death poem with draft and other messages would make it to an 
understanding world. That should teach those piously arrogant would-be 
saviors more lessons in humility, he likely thought as well with a 
philosophic smile. 


W.O.W. PH: Lazy to Know Chief Hero’s Core 


His people then as now misperceived him as their nationalistic rebel leader 
killed for it by his chief enemy Spain. In fact for this unretracting activist 
freethinker and patriotic humanist of individual rights of his times the main 


enemy which ultimately killed him behind the legalities was the Church- 
and-its-theocracy. This framed him to death, against overwhelming 
evidence of innocence, as a violent rebel in order as well to get away too 
with another frame-up, that of his complete retraction. core beliefs and 
deeds. 


The religiously and theocratically inspired motives and manipulations 
behind his death, in order to successfully pull off both the rebellion and the 
retraction frame-ups, should be regarded as implicit in findings of such 
Rizalists as the previously cited Dr. Pardo de Tavera and statesman Manuel 
L. Quezon. Worth recalling is the latter’s reported Rizal Day 1916 Speech 
and ignored message: “There is not in the writings of Rizal that could point 
out to us that he had ever advocated the separation of the Philippines from 
Spain ...[although] the desire was there one day to be completely... 
independent....after acquiring the independence of the individual and his 
rights....For this reason Rizal attacked the submission of the civil power to 
the Church, and the bold attempt cost him his life.” Implicitly these support 
this work’s reformulation of who killed “him’: Church-and-theocracy killed 
this heroic church-state separatist for basic freedoms, who for this alone 
more than deserves to be chief hero of his county after all.” Nationalistic 
zealots may disagree and call him coward and traitor for going against their 
failed mainly Tagalog 1896 Revolution. (Its leader Bonifacio did upon 
being told the truth by Dr. Valenzuela, confirmed by top rebel Jose Dizon). 
But then Rizal’s patriotic humanism was not like theirs. It issued from his 
core-identity unknown by his people to this day, as if he never lived to 
influence them in those aspects of his core beliefs, teachings and example. 
Through the unexpected confluence of such misrepresentations, politics 
including an early strong U.S. admiration and vigorous support for his 
elevation to chief hero, he ever turned relentlessly into his country’s 
accidental (anti-Catholic) national hero, venerated without understanding. 


In view of this I am inspired to exclaim: Wonder of wonders (W.O.W.)! His 
country to this late date in the 21st century remains a world laggard relative 
to the runaway five advanced nations Rizal mentioned for comparative 
industriousness and catch-up. His country remains disinclined towards the 
hard work, including intellectual and moral will, to study and understand its 
amazing chief hero’s humanist core-identity. One could say further: 


Clueless it remains on how itgot covered-up by the retraction-respecting 
nationalistic paradigm in the errors-filled textbooks. Clueless too perhaps 
on why you could aptly retitle this slim meaty book as “Catholicism vs. 
PH’s Top Hero & Its Duty of Repair.” All this adds a grandly tragic 
dimension to the usually heard frustrations of, “ONLY IN THE 
PHILIPPINES!” Its people as a whole did not bother to find out to 
understand why and how, above all else, he struggled to the death to 
someday see, in his oft-repeated words since 18, “a people honest, 
prosperous, intelligent, virtuous, noble, loyal.” Whose assets and virtues 
exceeded comparative defects and vices. History still has to prove “him” 
right when as Asia’s first champion of the Enlightenment he predicted the 
sociopolitical, intellectual and ethical progress of his people toward 
comparability with the most advanced bar-raising First World was 
historically ordained within a century of his times. As the unretracting 
martyred freethinker of his own death poem he dreamed mostly to someday 
see his scorned race and people a united moral one of intellect rather than of 
the old discredited faith. Belief in old Catholicisms’s retraction-respecting 
false versions to this day about his core-identity and chief mission is 
testament to both this unique world-hero’s over-optimism and the deep 
rootedness of his country’s comparative “backwardness...[and] being next 
to Burma in benightedness today”, as my oft-quoted columnist likes to 
scold now and then. Think these thoughts next time when you read and 
reread his magnificent poem to meet him there in his depths for the first 
time. 


Opus Dei Book's Darkened Rizal & Why - Epilogue 
Opus Dei Book's Darkened Rizal and Why - Epilogue 


More Author’s Background 


These two short last-minute items shed more light on your author’s 
background—and motives. For first item, consider this slightly edited 
reprint of a typical letter-essay I used to send for years to press editors. This 
appeared in The Philippine Star of December 27, 1999 with the title of 
“Why Not Rizal? An Open Letter to “TIME’ Magazine” 


Dear TIME, 


How could you let Cory Aquino and others with less significant lasting 
contributions to the 20" century take Rizal’s rightful place among Asia’s 
greatest? Correct me if I err, but from the absence of any recorded 
complaint in your letters section, I conclude that not one from his Malayan- 
type races and peoples, not one from his country of over 80 million both at 
home and in the great Philippine diaspora (except possibly this writer), 
protested Rizal’s conspicuous absence from your lists. Not one from all of 
his Third-World peoples protested against one of their greatest exemplar’s 
elimination from having highly influenced the 20" century--twice from 
TIME?’s all-mankind and all-Asia selections. I say, “Shame on all of those 
implicated in this infamy.” 


Nisid Hajari, your graceful coordinating essayist on “The 20" Century’s 
Most Influential Asians”, summed up saying these “played down 
individualism.” Is this partly why you twice brushed off the individual- 
centered oculist-naturalist Rizal from your historic selections? Be reminded 
that Newsweek’s July 4, 1946 Pacific edition splashed him on its cover and 
featured him as the real father of Philippine freedoms leading to the grant of 
Independence by the U.S. on that same date. 


Consider this: as Asia’s first and foremost scientific humanist (member of 
Germany’s Anthropology and Geography Societies) martyred for it in 1896 
by Spain’s colonial theocracy, and as the Enlightenment’s Asian 
personification of its universalistic values, Rizal clamored radically through 
peaceful means for science-informed emancipation of individual Filipinos. 


Above all else. With dignity and full human rights in a secular civil society, 
whether, as an equal part of Spain, or as an independent nation. First 
exponent too of modern 20" century Asian nationalism Rizal claims as 
another achievement. 


Would you object if your more critical global readers, including teachers 
and their students, restudied your two celebrated lists? One more time, to 
possibly strike out names from both lists which clearly don’t compare well 
with their proposed replacements? I join Austin Coates and Rizal’s many 
other foreign admirers who from their writings would surely put Rizal’s 
above such names as Mao, Deng, Sun, Ho, Gandhi, Tagore, Aquino, and the 
like—for original politico-philosophic contributions and as a heroically 
virtuous example even into the next century. 


To explain how both TIME, and the Philippines too in effect contributed to 
Rizal”s shocking elimination from among Asia’s and the world’s greatest 
inspirations and icons, please read separately for your eyes only materials 
I’ve enclosed with this open letter. It has to do with the retraction- 
influenced paradigm about him and his works nurtured scandalously and 
shamelessly to this day by his countrymen. This, in spite of his anti- 
retractionist swan song of defiance and constancy in his so-called “Ultimo 
Adios.”[See me pointing to it below.] In two recent books I argued for its 
being the world’s most amazingly finished and secretly delivered death 
poem by its maker on the day itself of his execution! Sadly you have 
managed to contribute much to the continuing unfair saga of belittling this 
unique all-mankind hero from the Third World. Thank you for your 
attention to this complaint. 


(Sgd.) R.M. BERNARDO 


The writer will shortly publish a book entitled “Asia’s Galileo Case: Rizal 
the Scientific Humanist Framed as a Turncoat.” 


Note what I now regard as the delusional optimism of the announcement of 
an imminently forthcoming volume. It would have been my third one if I 
wasn’t soon shocked and disillusioned on realizing that there was no real 
public interest after all in these issues. More informal, poking fun too, is the 
spirit of this second background item. Revive my spirits to try again it did. 


My dear friends Frank Hollman Jr. and Cheng Asing Wong finished this 
with a little help from me by April 11, 2007. Their verse-lines imply that 
the success of the Church’s broad-ranging retraction document in question 
may also explain Rizal’s general absence in international books and lists of 
famous martyred heretics, freethinkers, scientific rationalists. And likewise 
why he remains underappreciated to this day. 


ROBERTO 


M. BERNARDO 

The Anti-Retractionist 

Great freethought Rizalist Bernardo, 

Sees red when a priest-blinded bastardo 
Claims this scientific humanist world-hero, 
At his moment most defining near hour-zero 
Shed convictions, retracted, a scared indio! 
When Church & State, rare inquiring reader, 
Unite to share obra guided by teologia, 


They impose all means to instill in us 


Antiscientific faith, even its “Credo becuz 

Imposibile!” Dormez-vouz Derrida? 

With his 14,000 Knights Head Hilary 

Davide should be stuck in fitting pillory, 

Defending retraction, like people, as non-issues 

Their tails retracting between shaking knees, 

Most dull serfs still to rogues of history! 

Dr. Rizal: burst through your death poem’s “cowl of gloom” 
That Catholicism’s War on You may end soon in our victory! 
HAPPY 150 TH BIRTHDAY, UNLIKELY PH TOP HERO! 
By Roberto M. Bernardo, Rizal author (4/25/2011) 


Thank you Rizal Conference (2011) Director, U.P. Professor Flores, for 
your April 8 e-mail on the Evaluation Committee’s rejection “at this time” 
of my invited abstract’s paper for would-be presentation. To recall here it 
was titled “A Disproof of Rizal’s Retraction (That Still Hides His Core- 
Identity).” It claimed “the existence of a continuously growing virtual 
mountain of conclusive no-retraction evidence.” Not requiring further 
handwriting consensus-studies by even the world’s best examiners. Nor can 
the issue be evaded, as it is “all-influencing” wherever one stood on the 
issue. It cited as passing example Dr. Quibuyen’s respectful evasion of it in 
his major work, likely leading to over-cultivation of the hero into an 1896 
Bonifacian. In regard to unabashed believers, notably the influential Jaime 
de Veyra, he accordingly cooked up the now dominant myth turning sibling 
Trinidad into the high-risk smuggler from the death cell on the “29"” of the 
famous last poem. This excused De Veyra and other retractionists to further 
antedate its final finishing outside the death cell, to days and weeks earlier 
thus completing its trivialization and neutralization as a true defiant-tender 
death poem. Even one’s answer, the abstract claimed, to “Who killed him?” 


bears the influence of where one stands on the issue (with retractionists 
over-blaming now-First World Spain). 


Anyway should a student, faculty, participant in the Conference express 
interest in my abstract’s paradigms-upsetting paper, kindly mention it is 
downloadable as Chapter Three of my expanding and hopefully improving 
book in the open-source site, Connexions, via Google. Thanks for still 
inviting me to this “once in a lifetime” international event on our 
unforgettable world heroic top hero, whom my research found from his acts 
and writings (some suppressed) to have been a bone-deep rationalist 
freethinker, of the Masonic freedoms-advocating and pro-science kind. 


As such, he dreamed most of all of revolutionizing his Third World 
peoples’ national character, culture and faith—towards First World 
progressive ranks. As in the case of the Gospels’ Jesus the ruling church 
saw him as its most dangerous religious and political enemy and sought his 
death as accused rebel against the occupying foreign power. All the more 
did they seek his death for providing ideal conditions for pressuring the 
dying one to retract completely and at long last. For faking it successfully, 
too, should that extreme move still fail. These things would have been said 
in connection with my paper at the Conference. Failing to make it at the 
latter I might as well mention them here for sharing with you and others on 
the 150" birthday of my favorite hero and inspiration. Indeed, “Happy 150" 
Birthday, Unlikely PH Top Hero!”—Roberto M. Bernardo, Ph.D., April 25, 
2011 


